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enact a law for the Federal supervision of the production and
distribution of motion pictures; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

7260. Also, memorial of the faculty of Sayre School, of Lex-
ington, Ky., signed by J. C. Hanley, president, memorializing
Congress to enact a law for the Federal supervision of the pro-
duetion and distribution of motion pictures; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

7261. By Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa: Petition of the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of Cherokee, Iowa, and the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Alta, Iowa, requesting
Congress to enact a law for the Federal supervision of motion
pictures establishing higher standards before production for
films that are to be licensed for interstate and international
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

7262, By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Petition of Carrier
Oklahoma Parent-Teachers’' Association, Carrier, Okla., in favor
of maintaining department of education under a separate head;
to the Committee on Education.

T7263. Also, petition of Enid Trades Council, Enid, Okla., in
support of House bill 9232 ; to the Committee on Labor.

7264. By Mr. HICKEY : Petition of Luther Lane and other
residents of South Bend, Ind., urging the early passage of
House bill 8976, to equalize the pensions of the veterans of
Indian wars with those of other wars; to the Committee on
Pensions.

7265. By Mr. HILL of Washington: Petition of Charles W.
White and 22 other citizens of Spokane, Wash., urging passage
of the Robsion-Capper educational bill; to the Committee on
Education.

7266. By Mr. HUDSON : Petition of citizens and ex-service
men of the World War, of Fowlerville, Mich., urging the pay-
ment of the adjusted compensation certificates to the needy
ex-service men in the very near future; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

7267. By Mr. MOREHEAD : Petition of Hon. M. M. Nickum
and many others, in regard to the Robsion-Capper free public
school bill; to the Committee on Education,

T268. By Mr. NEWHALL: Resolution of Kentucky confer-
ence, Women's Missionary Society, signed by Mrs. J. C. Lewis,
president, and Mrs. H. B. Schuermann, secretary, requesting the
House of Representatives to pass legislation providing for Fed-
eral supervision of motion pictures that are to be licensed for
interstate and international commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

7269. By Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Resolution of the
New York Mercantile Exchange, favoring passage of Senate bill
108; to the Committee on Agriculture.

7270. Also, resolution of the United Irish Counties Associa-
tion, of New York City, for the repeal of the national-origins
clause of the immigration laws; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

SENATE
WebNespay, May 14, 1930
(Legistative day of Tuesday, May 13, 1930)
The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of the

Tecess.
The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senate will receive a message
from the House of Representatives.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed the
following bill and joint resolution of the Senate:

S.4015. An act to provide for plant patents; and

8. J. Res. 163. Joint resolution to earry out certain obligations
to certain enrolled Indians under tribal agreement.

The message also announced that the House had agreed to
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 7405) to provide
for a b5-year construction and maintenance program for the
United States Bureau of Fisheries.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the amendment of the Senate to each of the following bills of
the House:

H. R. 668, An act for the relief of A. J. Morgan;

H. R. 1251. An act for the relief of C. L. Beardsley; and

H. R. T768. An act to provide for the sale of the old post office
and courthouse building and site at Syracuse, N. Y.

The message also announced that the House had passed a
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 328) authorizing the immediate ap-
propriation of certain amounts authorized to be appropriated by
the settlement of war claims act of 1928, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate,
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

8.2400. An act to regulate the height, exterior design, and
construction of private and semipublic buildings in certain areas
of the National Capital ;

S.4221. An act for the disposal of combustible refuse from
places outside of the city of Washington;

H. R.156. An act to authorize the disposal of public land
classified as temporarily or permanently unproductive on Fed-
eral irrigation projects;

H. R. 1793, An act for the relief of Albert L. Loban;

H. R. 9850. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River at
or near New Martinsville, W. Va.; and

H. R.10248. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
at or near Moundsville, W. Va.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quornm.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names: i

Allen Fess La Follette Simmons
Ashurst Frazler MeCulloch moot

Baird George McKellar Bteck
Barkley Gillett McMaster Stelwer
Bingham Glass McNar Stephens
Black Glenn Metcal Swanson
Blaine Goldsborough Norris Thomas, Idaho
Blease » Greene Oddie Thomas, Okla.,
Borah Hale Overman Townsend
Bratton Harris Patterson Trammell
Brock Harrison Phipps Tydings
Broussard llasﬂnss Pine Vandenberg
Capper Hatfiel Ransdell Walcott
Caraway Hawes Reed Walsh, Mass,
Connally Hayden Robinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont.
Copeland Hebert Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Couzens Howell Robsion, Ky, Watson
Cutting Johnson Schall Wheeler

Dale Jones Sheppara

Deneen Kendrick Shipstead

Dill eyes Shortridge

Mr. COPELAND. My colleague the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. WaexEer] is absent from the Senate to-day on official
business connected with the investigation of campaign expendi-
tures. I ask that this fact may be noted in the Recorp for the
day.

Mr. FRAZIER. My colleague [Mr. Nyr] is unavoidably ab-
sent for the day on official business. I wigh this announcement
to stand for the day.

Mr. McMASTER. I desire to announce that my colleague
the senjor Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NorBEcK] is un-
avoidably absent. I ask that this announcement may stand for
the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Florida [Mr, FLercHERr] and the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. SmiTH] are detained from the Senate by illness.

Mr. BLACK. 1 desire to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HeFLIN] is necessarily de-
tained in his home State on matters of publie importance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one Senators have answered
to their names. A quorum is present.

CAUSE OF DECLINE OF COTTON PRICES (8., DOC. NO. 148)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Secretary of Agriculture, reporting tentatively
relative to Senate Resolution 149, directing that certain investi-
gations be made through the Grain Futures Administration per-
taining to the transactions in cotton futures, including the canse
of the decline in prices during the years 1926, 1027, 1928, and
1920, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the petition
of the Citizens' Joint Commitiee on Fiscal Relations between
the United States and the District of Columbia, signed by Theo-
dore W. Noyes, chairman of the executive committee; K. F. Col-
laday, chairman citizens' joint committee and vice chairman
of the executive committee ; and other citizens representing eivie
and other organizations, all of the District of Columbia, praying
that the Congress return in its appropriation practice to the
60-40 definite proportionate contribution plan provided by the
substantive law of 1922, and, further, that, while the lump-sum
payment plan of national contribution toward Capital upbuild-
ing continues as the annual exceptional appropriation practice,
the amount of such lump-sum payment shall be largely in-
creased, which, with the accompanying statement presenting an
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argument urging substantial enlargement of the Federal con-
tribution to the District bill, was referred to the Commitiee on
Appropriations.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
New York Commandery, Military Order of the Loyal Legion of
the United States, at New York, N. Y., favoring the passage of
legislation to establish a national Lincoln museum and veterans’'
headguarters in the building known as the Ford Theater, where
President Linecoln was assassinated, which was referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the
executive committee of the Department of the District of Colum-
bia, the American Legion, protesting against the location of any
permanent airport in the vicinity of the Arlington National
Cemetery, and also urging the abandonment of the landing fields
now maintained in that vicinity, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He algo laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
citizens' committee, National Patriotic Association, assembled
at Chicago, Ill, urgently soliciting the Senate “to give full
thought and consideration to the so-called naval pact before any
ratification thereof involves the whole future of our country,”
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senafe a telegram embodying a reso-
lution adopted by the general conference of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church South, assembled at Dallas, Tex., signed by James
Cannon, jr., chairman, and E. L. Crawford, secretary, Board
Temperance and Social Service, favoring the prompt passage of
the proposed law-enforcement measures now pending, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also laid before the Senate petitions of sundry citizens of
New York City, N. Y., praying for the passage of legislation
designating the Star-Spangled Banner the national anthem,
which were referred to the Committee on the Library,

He also laid before the Senate a communication from John T.
Cuppy, of Arizona, relative to claim for certain Papago Indian
lands, which, with the accompanying statement, was referred to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. FESS presented a petition of sundry citizens of Washing-
ton Court House, Ohio, praying for the passage of the so-called
Rankin bill, being the bill (H. R. 10381) to amend the World
War veterans' act, 1924, as amended, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance.

JUDGE JOHN J. PARKER

Mr. BLEASE. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recokp a short editorial from the Colum-
bia (8. C.) Record of May 12, 1930, entitled “ The South in the
Nation.”

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Columbia (8. C.) Record, May 12, 1930)
THE SBOUTH IN THE NATION

The rejection of the nomination of Judge Parker, of North Carolina,
for a seat on the Supreme Bench of the United States is a distinet
blow to the South. '

The linking up of the American Federation of Labor with the Na-
tional Association for the Advancement of Colored People is unfor-
tunate. It was purely accidental. It may have no harmful effects
upon either organization. But it will be remembered. Charges of an
alliance, however unjust, will have to be disproved. This is all aside
from the matter as the rejection of Judge Parker affects the SBouth.

It is hard to say which had the greater influence, the Federation of
Labor or the Society for the Advancement of Colored People. So far
as the federation is concerned, it undoubtedly would be exerted against
nominees from the North with as much diserimination as those from
the Soutb. The whole question with it is one of attitude toward labor
and toward the things for which it stands. It is not sectional and
never will be.

But the Association for the Advancement of Colored People is largely
sectional in effect, if not in reality. It certainly in this matter showed
that it controlled a number of votes. Members of the Senate up for
reelection this fall, or in sections where the fate of the Republican
Party is uncertain, bowed to the association and voted against Judge
Parker.

This will not have a healthy effect in the South. It will not tend to
decrease race animosities. These have been softening. There will now
be another taking of stock and possibly readjustments, It is too early
to say what the effects will be. The action of the Senate will not be
helpful.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. DALE, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was
referred the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 168) declaring the trans-
fer of the St. Charles Bridge over the Missouri River on Na-
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tional Highway No. 40 not a sale, reported it without amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 650) thereon.

Mr. DENEEN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 7822) amending section 2 and repeal-
ing section 3 of the act approved February 24, 1925 (43 Stat.
964, ch. 801), entitled “An act to authorize the appointment of
commissioners by the Court of Claims and to prescribe their
powers and compensation,” and for other purposes, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 651) thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that on to-day, May 14, 1920, that committee presented to the
President of the United States the following enrolled bills:

8. 2400, An act to regulate the height, exterior design, and
construction of private and semipublic buildings in certain areas
of the National Capital; and

8.4221. An act for the disposal of combustible refuse from
places outside of the city of Washington.

REPORTS OF POSTAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. PHIPPS, as in executive session, from the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads, reported sundry post-office nomina-
tions, which were placed on the Executive Calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first time,
and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred as
follows:

By Mr. BINGHAM :

A bill (8. 4456) granting a pension to William Larson (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. HOWELL:

A bill (8. 4457) to correct the military record of George H.
Henning, alias Charles H. Hammond ; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr, HASTINGS :

A bill (8. 4458) for the relief of John Pearce Cann; and

A bill (8. 4459) for the relief of John A. Cranston, of Wil-
mington, Del, and the former stockholders of the F. K. Wills
Construction Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ODDIE:

A bill (8. 4460) to increase the authorization for an appro-
priation for the expense of the Sixth Session of the Permanent
International Association of Road Congresses, to be held in the
District of Columbia in Oetober, 1930; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana:

A bill (8. 4461) granting an inerease of pension to John A,
Bresler ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, SIMMONS:

A bill (8. 4462) for the relief of Vineent P. Rousseau; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD :

A bill (8. 4463) to authorize the issuance of certificates of
citizenship to native-born eitizens; to the Committee on Immi-
gration.

A bill (S. 4464) authorizing the free transmission in the mails
of certain experiment station articles; to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. REED (for Mr. GRUNDY) :

A bill (8. 4465) granting a pension to Julia M. Wark; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BAIRD:

A bill (8. 4466) to make a correction in an act of Congress
approved February 28, 1929; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. REED: =

A bill (S. 4467) to repeal the provision of the War Depart-
ment appropriation act of February 28, 1929, relating to the
number of private mounts of officers of the Army ; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HAWES:

A bill (8. 4468) granting an increase of pension to Ruth T.
Guffin (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. JOHNSON:

A bill (8. 4469) granting a pension to Rosa Ann Wilson; fo
the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 4470) for the relief of Thomas F. McVeigh; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A Dbill (8. 4471) for the relief of Charles Arnold Gruner; and

A bill (8. 4472) for the relief of Robert M. Kube; to the
Committee on Naval Afiairs.




By Mr. ALLEN:

A bill (8. 4473) granting compensation to Agnes M. Angle
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FESS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 177) to provide for the erection
of a monument to William Howard Taft at Manila, P.T.; to
the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. STEIWER:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 178) to make available to the
Congress the services and data of the Interstate Legislative
Reference Bureau; to the Committee on the Library.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 328) authorizing the imme-
diate appropriation of certain amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by the settlement of war claims act of 1928, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Finance.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

On motion of Mr. Reep, the Committee on Military Affairs
was discharged from the further consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 222) for the appointment of a joint com-
mittee of the Senate and House of Representatives to survey
and investigate the pay, allowances, pensions, compensations,
emoluments, and retired pay of all persons who served in the
military and naval forces of the United States in any war, and
it was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

CITIZENSHIP AND NATURALIZATION OF MARRIED WOMEN

Mr. CAPPER submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 10960) to amend the law relative
to the citizenship and naturalization of married women, and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENTS TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. PHIPPS submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to House bill 11965, the legislative appropriation
bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed, as follows:

At the proper place in the bill to insert:

“That the SBecretary of the SBenate and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives are authorized and directed to reimburse from the con-
tingent funds of the Senate and of the House, respectively, until other-
wise provided for, to one clerk or to one assistant clerk to each Senator
and/or Representative, or to one clerk or assistant clerk to each com-
mittee of the Senate and to each committee of the House, such amounts
as may be necessarily paid by said clerk or assistant clerk for rallroad
fare, Pullman charges, and minor expenses of travel, from Washington,
D. C., to the place of residence in the State of the Senator or Representa-
tive by whom employed, at the time such trip is made, and return there-
from ; sald reimbursement being hereby expressly limited to one round
trip for each regular, extra, or special session of Congress or of the
Senate or House, to and from said place of residence, for not to exceed
one sald clerk or assistant clerk, by the most direct route of travel, such
reimbursement to be claimed on wvouchers certified by the respective
Benators or Representatives employing said clerk or assistant clerk and
approved by the chairman, respectively, of the Committee to Audit and
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate and/or the Committee
on Accounts of the House that such travel has been actually performed
and the expense therefor actually incurred.”

Mr. PHIPPS also submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 11965, the legislative appropria-
tion bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed, as follows:

On page 6, line 5, strike out the word * three" and insert in liew
thereof * assistant clerk, $2,580; two,” so as to read: * Post Offices and
Post Roads—clerk, $3,000; assistant clerk, $2,880; assistant eclerk,
$2,580; two assistant clerks at $2,220 each; additional clerk, $1,800."

GENERAL SURVEY OF INDIAN CONDITIONS

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
introduce a resolution, and I ask for its immediate considera-
tion. I do not think it will lead to any discussion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the resolution be reported.

The resolution (S. Res. 263) was read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That Senate Resolution No. 308, agreed to June 19, 1929,
continuing in full force and effect Senate Resolution No. 79, agreed to
on February 1, 1928, authorizing the Committee on Indian Affairs to
make a general survey of Indian conditions, hereby is continued in
full force and effect until the expiration of the Seventy-first Congress:
Provided, That any officer or employee of the Bureau of Indian Affairs
whose official conduct may be under investigation by sald committee
shall have the right to appear before the committee in person or by
counsel and cross-examine any witness appearing before the committee,
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EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING CLAIMS WITH MIXED OLAIMS
COMMIBSION

Mr. BORAH submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 2641),
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations:

Whereas under the settlement of war claims act of 1028 as amended
American nationals had until July 1, 1928, within which to file elaims
against Germany under the treaty of Berlin of August 25, 1921, for the
consideration and decision of the Mixed Claims Commission, United
States and Germany; and

Whereas many of the notices of claims flled since July 1, 1028, and
many that would be filed, in the event an extension of time is granted,
have been and would be by American seamen and others who have suf-
fered personal injuries and property losses when Amerlcan merchant
ships were destroyed or damaged by torpedoes discharged by German_
submarines; and

Whereas the expenses of the United States Incurred in connection
with the Mixed Claims Commission, United States and Germany, are
met by a deduction from the awards made to American claimants, and
as there will be no cost to American taxpayers should the life of said
commission be continued: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the President be, and he hereby is, requested to enter
into an agreement with the Government of Germany by which the
Mixed Claims Commission, United States and Germany, will be given
jurisdiction of and authorized to consider and decide claims falling
under Part VIII, reparation clauses, of the treaty of Versailles as
carried into the treaty between the United States and Germany restor-
ing friendly relations concluded August 25, 1921, notice of which is
filed with the Department of State on or before March 10, 1931. If
such agreement is entered into before October 1, 1930, awards in
respect of such claims shall be certified under subsection (a) of section
2 of the settlement of war claims act of 1928 as amended, and shall
be in all other respects subject to the provisions of said section 2.

MYTHOLOGY, TRADITION, AND HISTORY OF NEW MEXICO (8. DOC.
NO. 147)

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, with the help of others, and
through much research, I have compiled some very interesting
data respecting the mythology, tradition, and history of New
Mexico, as well as a brief outline of her governors, Senators,
Representatives in Congress, and Delegates to Congress. This
review, though brief, begins as far back as 1598 and extends
throughout her several régimes to the present. On account of
its educational value, particularly to citizens of the State, and
especially the school students, I ask that it may be printed as a
Senate document,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE AND APPROVALS

A message in writing was communicated to the Senate from
the President of the United States by Mr. Latta, one of his
secretaries, who also announced that the President had approved
and signed the following act and joint resolution:

On May 12, 1930:

S.2580. An act authorizing the attendance of the Marine
fﬁgsd at the Confederate veterans' reunion to be held at Biloxi,

On May 13, 1930:

S. J. Res. 165. Joint resolution authorizing the settlement of
the case of United States against the Sinclair Crude Oil Pur-
chasing Co,, pending in the United States District Court in and
for the District of Delaware.

BPANISH WAR PENSIONS

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the order of the Senate made yesterday disagree-
ing to the amendment of the House to the bill (8. 476) granting
pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers, sailors,
and nurses of the war with Spain, the Philippine insurrection,
or the China relief expedition, and for other purposes, be re-
scinded, and also the appointment of conferees on the part of
the Senate by the Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I now move that the Senate con-
cur in the amendment of the House, and that the House be
requested to return the papers to the Senate,

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States nominating Alfred A.
Wheat, of New York, to be chief justice of the Supreme Court
of the District of Columbia, to succeed Walter I. McCoy, re-
signed, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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THE MEAT PACKERS AND THE CHAIN BTORES

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I present an article of interest
entitled “ The Meat Packers and the Chain Stores,” which I ask
leave to have published in the Recorp.

There being mo objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE MEAT PACEERS AND THE CHAIN STORES

During the present session of Congress the United Btates Senate has
shown congiderable interest in the efforts by Armour & Co. and Bwift &
Co. to set aside the packers consent decree, which on two occasions has
been held to be valid by the Supreme Court of the United States.

This decree was entered in the Supreme Court of the District of
Columbia on February 27, 1920, in a suit brought by the United States
Government against the *“ Big Five” meat packers—Swift & Co.,
Armour & Co., Wilson & Co., Morris & Co., and Cudahy Packing Co.—
charging violations of the Federal antitrust laws. The Government's
petition In the suit charged that the packers’ “attempts to monopolize
have resulted in complete control in many of the substitute food lines
(referring to products other than meat). They have made substantial
headway in others. The control is extensively and rapidly increasing.
New flelds are gradually being invaded, and, unless prevented by a
decree of this court, the defendants (meaning the *‘Big Five' meat
packers) will, within the compass of a few years, control the quantity
and price of each article of food found on the American table.”

Early in February, 1917, President Wilson directed the Federal Trade
Commission to make an investigation concerning the production, manu-
facture, and distribution of foodstuffs, and in July, 1918, the commis-
sion made its first report to President Wilson, in which it said:

“ It appears that five great packing concerns of the country—=Swift,
Armour, Morris, Cudahy, and Wilson—have attained such a dominant
position that they control at will the market in which they buy their
supplies, the market in which they sell their products, and hold the
fortunes of their competitors in their hands."

President Wilson had consulted Mr. Hoover, who then was United
States Food Administrator, and in September, 1918, we find that Mr.
Hoover, in reporting to President Wilson, pointed out with reference to
the Chicago meat packers, " There i8 here a growing and dangerous
domination of the handling of the Nation's foodstuffs.,” The complete
letter from Mr. Hoover to President Wilson was inserted in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REcoERD by Senator BLACK on January 17, 1930, and it
shows very clearly what were the views of Mr. Hoover at that time.

Shortly after the Federal Trade Commission made its voluminous
report to President Wilson concerning the meat-packing industry the
Department of Justice began presentation to Federal grand juries of
evidence of unlawful combinations in the meat-packing industry and
violations of the antitrust statutes. While the grand jury proceedings
were pending representatives of the meat packers went to Attorney
General Palmer for the purpose of adjusting their difficulties. The
result of their negotidtions was the packers consent decree, and upon its
entry the grand jury proceeding terminated.

The decree directed the packers to dispose of thelr holdings in public
stockyards, stockyards railroads and terminals, public cold-storage ware-
houses, market newspapers; to disassociate themselves from the retail
meat field; and the decree perpetually enjoined the defendants from
manufacturing, selling, transporting, and distributing grocery products,
which have been called * unrelated lines.”

The packers accepted the decree, and for reasons of their own. At
that time there was pending in Congress a bill which finally became
the packers and stockyards act. In its original form this bill contained
provisions regulating the meat packers in all their endeavors. But
with the consent decree entered in the Supreme Court of the District of
Columbia the packers came to Congress with the argument that there
was no need for the legislation as originally proposed because of the
existence of the decree. The legislation then pending was amended and
made less objectionable to the packers. Senator Nomris at the time
said that Congress did not legislate concerning the matters in the de-
cree because it assumed that * what the decree did would be perma-
nent law.” On January 17, 1930, discussing the situation on the floor
of the SBenate, Senator Norris stated :

*1 think ordinarily we should not be busying ourselves about decrees
of court, and that the Attorney General ought to use his own discretion
in acting on them; but I think this is a case, when we consider the
origin of this decree, in which the Congress of the United States is
directly interested, because it would have legislated without any doubt
had this decree not been entered into, and the decree was entered into

for the purpose of preventing legislation by Congress, with the object,

1 think, of having it all set aside as soon as Congress adjourned.”
After securing amendment of congressional legislation on the subject,
which was to their own advantage, the packers in BSeptember, 1921,
urged the Departiment of Justice to consent to moedification of the de-
cree. This effort was made by the California Cooperative Canneries,
ostensibly an independent growers' associatiom, but in reality, as was
shown, a concern heavily indebted to and undoubtedly acting for
Armour & Co. Undoubtedly there would have been modification, if not
entire nullification, bad it not been for the efforts of the independent
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food trade of the country. An interdepartmental committee was ap-
pointed and for several weeks this committee heard the protests of the
independent food merchants of this country, with the result that the
committee made its recommendations to Attorney General Daugherty
to the effect that modification was a matter for the courts, and the mat-
ter has been before the courts sinece 1921, After the California Co-
operative Canneries had failed In its first attempt to have the decree
set aside, Armour and Swift, who consented to the decree, made an
attack on its validity and their move finally was disposed of by the
United States Supreme Court in March, 1928, The court held the de-
cree valid and binding (Swift & Co. v, U. 8, 276 U. 8. 311). In a re-
cent letter to Senator MCNARY (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 3495) Attor-
ney General Mitchell sald: “ The provisions of the decree, especially
with reference to packer ownership of stockyard stock and handling of
unrelated commodities, have never been fully complied with.”

The California Cooperative Canneries, mortgaged to Armour, was
finally permitted to intervene in the proceeding by the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia, and on motion of the canneries the
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia suspended operation of the
decree in 1925 because of a contract which the canneries had with
Armour & Co., and the decree remained suspended yntil the Supreme
Court of the United States, in May, 1929, held that the canneries
never should have been permitted to intervene, and the court in its
opinion said:

“ When our opinion in the Bwift case—the original opinion upholding
the decree—settled that * * * the court of appeals was without
jurisdiction * * * and that the consent decree is valid, all ob-
gtacles to the enforcement of the coneent decree should have been
promptly removed.” (279 U. B, 553.)

Despite these two opinions of our highest court, both Armour and
Bwift in August, 1029, again moved in the Supreme Court of the
District of Columbia for modification—really nullification—of the con-
sent decree, urging that they be permitted to own their our retail meat
stores, to manufacture and distribute grocery products generally, and
to use their wast systems of distribution, including privately owned
refrigerator cars and branch houses throughout the country, in the
distribution of these products.

The Government filed an answer to these petitfons of Armour and
Swift alleging that the petitions do not *state or include facts suffi-
cient in law or equity to entitle the petitioners to the relief therein
prayed, or to any relief.”

The Attorney General stated in a letter to Senator McNairy that
“the purpose of this answer is to require them to establish their case
in all particulars,” and Mr. Mitchell further says that * the department
will also offer evidence of such facts as may appear pertinent to the
issue presented.” There is one statement in the Attorney General's
letter which it is difficult to understand in view of the fact that the
Government for almost 10 years has been fighting to maintain this de-
cree against the packers. That statement reads: * The department's
further action must in some Te d on devel ts, as the
case is fully presented to the court.”

Is it to be inferred from this
statement that the Department of Justice may in the future consent to
some modification of this decree which the Government fought to uphold
through the Bupreme Court of the United Btates? The Attorney Gen-
eral represents the people of the United States, and, as Senator Norris
said on January 17, * he should not consent to modification of the
decree unless he would be willing to recommend that a law to the
same effect should be changed, because really that is what it is."” The
Attorney General stated publicly that the attitude of the Department
of Justice toward these petitions * will be determined at the conclusion
of the hearing upon the evidence presented to the court.”

The evidence, we suppose, would be that relating to the allegations
of the packers in their petitions. These packers state that there have
been radical changes in economic conditions in the country, and that
the development of great chain-store systems and the expansion of
smaller meat packers warrant modification of the decree in order to
promote competition. It is very plain that if the chain stores are
threatening to become an unlawful monopoly, it is the duty of the
Government to enforee the antitrust statutes against them rather than
to release from a court decree another potential monopoly. Are we to
assume that the unshackling of one group In the hope that they will
make war against others in the field will result in public benefit?

On February 27, 1930, the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia
heard argument on the motions of several intervenors—National
Wholesale Grocers' Assoclation and American Wholesale Grocers' As-
sociation—to dismiss the packers’ petitions for modification. At that
time the Government was asked by the court to file a brief in support of
those provisions of its answer to the effect that the packer petitions
should be dismissed because they do not state facts sufficient to entitle
Armour and Swift to any rellef whatever. On April 2, both Armour
and Swift filed amended petitions which are not materially different
from their original petitions. The Government has filed an answer to
these amended petitions, but in-this second answer the Attorney General
does not ask that the packer petitions be dismissed. He merely chal-
lenges Armour and Swift to strict proof of the allegations of their
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amended petitions. The Attorney General has not filed a brief as re-
quested by the court on February 27, 1930, and the recent answer of
the Attorney General seems to indicate a change in the attitude of the
Department of Justice, which for 10 years has fought to uphold the
decree.

The New York financial papers are predicting that the packers, if
released from the consent decree, “ will probably manufacture canned
goods and foodstuffs and distribute them through their own extensive
distributive channels and, in addition, organize their own chain-store
systems.” It is said by a magagine called Printer’s Ink that one organi-
gntion of meat packers has made preparations to open 500 stores. Bear
in mind that the meat packers are possessed of a fleet of privately-owned
refrigerator cars which, if this decree is scrapped; would give to them
advantages not enjoyed by any distributor or group of distributors in
this country. What Is to become of the independent-food business of
this country if the Department of Justice now should take or should
permit action which would nullify the effort and expense to the Gov-
ernment in attempting to maintain a deeree which represents a real
accomplishment after almost 40 years of effort to regulate the meat
packers, beginning at the time of the enactment of the Sherman anti-
trust law? The packers are contending that because the chain-store
gystems have become a potential monopoly, the Government should re-
leage them from the terms of the consent decree. The result would be
the extermination of the independent food merchant of this country. It
is inconceivable that the independent food merchant of this country
would be able to exist between growing chain-store organizations and a
huge system of packer-owned chaln stores.

It is to be noted that the packers now contemplete a far more dan-
gerous attempt to monopolize the production and distribution of the
Nation's food than was threatened at the time of the entry of the
decree. Then they limited their activities to the production and whole-
sale distribution of food products, whereas now they desire to engage
in retailing also, so that our food supply will be under their control un-
til it reaches the consumer’'s mouth,

If, as the packers have stated in their petitions, there are questions
of economies involved which warrant nullification of this decree, the
Attorney General and the United States Senate should have the facts,
and there is no agency better qualified to gather economic facts than
the Federal Trade Commission.

The Federal Trade Commission act provides in section 6 that the
commission, on its own initiative, may make investigations to deter-
mine whether a final decree against any defendant corporation in a suit
brought by the United States under the antitrust laws is being car-
ried out; and the same sectlon provides that the commission, on appli-
cation of the Attorney General, shall make such investigation and
transmit to the Attorney General a report of its findings and recom-
mendations. BSo far as we know, the Attorney General has not re-
quested the commission to make an investigation of this situation, nor
has the commission on its own initiative begun such an investigation.

The Benate is alive to this phase of the matter, and we find that
Senator Nyr has introduced a resolution (S. Res, 120) calling on the
Federal Trade Commission to investigate concerning the status of the
decree and the efforts of the packers to scrap It, and to report to the
Senate with the commission’s recommendations on the public policies
involved.

Important questions of public policy are involved here; the antitrust
policy of the Department of Justice also is involved. Nullification of
this decree unquestionably would establish a precedent for similar
action with respect to other consent decrees.

CONFEDERATE FLAG IN SENATOR BLEASE'S OFFICE

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a short article which appeared in
the Daily Mail, of Anderson, S. C., on Friday, May 2, 1930,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Fess in the chair). With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The article is as follows:

[From the Anderson Daily Mail, Anderson, 8. C., Friday, May 2, 1930]
Frac oF THE CONFEDERACY FLIES oN CaPITOL HILL—THE STARS AND
Baus Haxc reRoM THE RECEPTION RooMm oF Core. L. BLEASE IN

SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

By Herbert Plummer

WasHINGTON.—The flag of the Confederacy flles on Capitol HIill per-
haps for the first time in history.

And the arch defender of the * lost cause "—Senator CoLE. BLEASE—
planted it there.

The Stars and Bars hang from the reception room of his office in the
Senate Office Building, The flag faces the pictures of Robert E. Lee
and Stonewall Jackson. And it hangs just under the palmetto flag—
Btate emblem of South Carolina—and the pictures of Hampton, Gary,
and Butler, those great generals who served under Lee.

To “ CoLEY 7 BLEASE goes the distinction of being the first United
States Senator ever to be presented with the flag of the Confedéracy,
and to have it placed in his office.
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ENTHUBIASM

“ CoLey " never lets an opportunity slip to tell af his love and ad-
miration for the gray hosts of Lee. Senate colleagues have heard him
boast more than once that SBouth Carolina was the first State to secede
from the Union—fired the first shot in the Civil War.

“1 come from the State which was the mother of secession,” he has
thundered again and again on the floor of the Senate—" which has pro-
duced some of the bravest men who were ever seen on a battle field.”

And as often have Senators heard from his lips:

“Lee did not surrender—his soldiers were perishing; they were
overpowered, outnumbered, but they were not cowed.”

But “ CoLey " scales the heights when he tells them:

“When I cease to praise and defend the southern soldiers and the
flag of the Confederacy *‘this poor, llsplng, stammering tongue will lie
gilent in the grave.""

There's a reason for BLEASE’S enthusiasm. Hig father was one who
wore the gray. Eleven of his relatives served the Confederacy.

PICTURESQUE

It wag a picturesque affair—the presentation of the SBtars and Bars
the other afternoon in BLEASE'S office on the first floor of the Senate
Office Bullding.

The daughter of the designer of the Confederate flag made the pres-
entation. Representative Frep DoMiNick, of Bouth Carolina, made a
speech, in which he told BLEASE:

“Take this flag—

“*‘For though conquered, we adore it,
Love the cold dead hands that bore it;
Weep for those who fell before it,
Pardon those who trailed and tore it.'"

A telegram was read which expressed the hope that the flag “ will
bring you a blessing and benediction in your work for our country.”

“ CoLeY " responded In acceptance with great gallantry and feeling.
The climax came when the Senator had concluded.

Major Rose, one of General Mosby's men, stepped forward, and amid
a deathlike silence, kissed the flag.

RADIO MERGER

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ItEcorp the petition of the Attorney General in
the District Court of the United States for the District of Dela-
ware for the dissolution of the Radio Trust. It is a petition
for a dissolution of the biggest combination of this kind in the
history of the country, and I think it will answer a great many
questions that are being asked as to what it means.

There being no objection, the petition of the Attorney General
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

I THE DisTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE DISTRICT OF
DELAWARE "
In Equity No. 793
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PETITIONER, ¥. BADIO CORPORATION OF AMERICA,
GENERAL ELECTRIC CO., AMERICAN TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH (0., WEST-
EEN ELECTRIC CO, (INC.), WESTINGHOUSE ELECTEIC & MANUFACTURING
CO., R. C. A, PHOTOPHONE (INC.), RCA BRADIOTRON CO, (INC.), RCA VICTOR
€0, (INC.), GENERAL MOTORS RADIO CORPORATION, AND GENERAL MOTORS
CORPORATION, DEFENDANTS
Petition

The United Statés of America, by Leonard B. Wales, United States
attorney for the district of Delawnre, acting under the direction of the
Attorney General, brings this proceeding in equity against:

1. Radio Corporation of America (hereinafter called Radio Corpora-
tion), a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Delaware.

2, General Electric Co. (hereinafter called General Electric), a corpo-
ration organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York.

3. American Telephone & Telegraph Co. (hereinaftér called Telephone
Co.), a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State
of New York. »

4, Western Electric Co. (Inc.) (hereinafter called Western Electric),
a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
New York. =

5. Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Co. (hereinafter called
Westinghouse), a corporation organized and existing under the laws
of the State of Pennsylvania.

8. R. C. A. Photophone (Inc.), a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Delaware.

7. RCA Radiotron Co. (Inc.), a corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Delaware.

8. RCA Victor Co. (Ine.), a corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of Delaware,

9. General Motors Radio Corporation (hereinafter called GMRC),
a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware,
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10. General Motors Corporation (hereinafter ealled General Motors),
a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware.

11. Radio Corporation, General Electrie, Telephone Co., Western
Hlectrie, and Westinghouse are hereinafter sometimes referred to as the
primary defendants. h

12. All allegations in this petition are intended to include the present
tense except where otherwise stated.

13. The term * future patents'™ as used herein includes all patents
and patent rights which have been acquired subseqguent to the date of
the combination herein alleged and which may be acquired in the future.

14, The District of Columbia and Territories of the United States are
intended to be included within the words “ State” or “ States’ used
herein except when otherwise shown.

15. The defendants Radio Corporation and Telephone Co. are engaged
in the transmission and reception, by radio or wireless telegraph and
telephone, of messages, signals, and the like, hetween places in the sev-
eral States of the United States, between the United Btates and foreign
countries, and between places in the United States and places outside
of the United States. Sald transmission and reception will be hereafter
referred to as radio communieation.

18. The defendants Radio Corporation, Genperal Electric, Westing-
house, and Telephone Co., and-.other persons and corporations, are
engaged, as hercinafter shown, in transmitting and disseminating
images, pictorial reproductions, intelligence, information, talks and
addresses on various subjects, music, entertainment and the like, and
advertlsing to promote trade and commerce in commodities, services, and
other articles, by radio among the several States of the United States,
between the United States and foreign eountries, and between places in
the United States and places outside of the United States. Sald trans-
mission and dissemination will be hereinafter referred to as radio broad-
casting. Apparatus used or useful for the reception of radio broadcast-
ing will be hereinafter referred to as radio receiving sets.

17. The defendants and other persons and corporations are engaged
at factories and other plants located in the several States of the United
States, as hereinafter shown, in manufacturing and fabricating radio
apparatus, that is to say, apparatus used and useful for radio commu-
nication, radio broadcasting, recording and reproducing sound in connec-
tion with motion pictures and for certain scientific and commercial
processes. The defendants and other persons and corporations, as here-
inafter shown, have been and are selling and leasing radio apparatus
to, and otherwise making radio apparatus available for use by, persons
and corporations located in States other than the State or States woerein
sald apparatus has been and is being made and fabrieated as aforesaid.
Radio apparatus so sold, leased, and otherwise made available for use,
has been and is being transported and shipped from the aforesaid facto-
ries and plants to said purchasers, lessees, and other persons and cor-
porations located in States other than the States Inm which sald appa-
ratus has been and is being made and fabricated. Sald manufacture
and fabrication, sale, leasing, transportation, and shipment of radio
apparatus will be hereinafter referred to as interstate commerce in radio
apparatus.

18. Prior to the unlawful combination and censpiracy hereinafter al-
leged, the primary defendants (except Radio Corporation) and Marconi
Co. of America, International Radio Telegraph Co., United Fruit Co.,
Wireless Specialty Apparatus Co., Federal Telegraph Co, of California,
and De Forest Radio Telephone & Telegraph Co. were engaged In com-
petition with each other in interstate commerce in radio communication
and radio apparatus. About 20 other companies were then engaged in
the manufacture and sale in interstate commerce of radio receiving sets.
Each of the primary defendants (except Radio Corporation) then owned
or otherwise controlled large numbers of patents and patent rights used
or useful in the manufacture, use, and sale of radio apparatus,

19. The defendants in the manner and by the means hereinafter
alleged have been and are engaged In a combination and conspiracy in
restraint of trade and commerce among the several States and with for-
eign nations in radio communication and radic apparatus, and the
defendants are parties to contracts, agreements, and understandings in
restraint of said commerce, In violation of sectlon 1 of the act of Con-
gress of July 2, 1890 (26 Stat. 209), known as the Sherman Antitrust
Act, and the defendants have in like manner monopolized and are at-
tempting to momopolize, and are combining and conspiring with one
another tfo monopolize said commerce among the several States and
with forelgn natlons in violation of section 2 of said act, and this suit
ie instituted to prevent and restrain the defendants from further viclat-
ing said act.

20. As a part of said unlawful combination, conspiracy, and monopoly,
the defendants by contracts, agreements, and understandings made be-
tween themselves at various times, beginning In the year 1919, have
granted to each other rights to make, use, and sell radio apparatus
under all existing and future patents and patent rights on radio appa-
ratus held or acquired by them ; and the defendants thereby have had and
enjoyed a community of interest in each and all of said patents and
patent rights and in the contrel thereof ; and the defendants have con-
tinuously used and dealt with said patents and patent rights as being
jointly owned for their common, mutual, and exclusive benefit; and
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have assigned and allocated among themselves the exclusive use, enjoy-
ment, and benefits of sald patents and patent rights, including the right
to make, use, and sell all radio apparatus covered by said patents and
patent rights; and the defendants have thereby divided among them-
gelves the business of interstate commerce in radio communication and
radio apparatus to the end that they should not compete with each
other in sald commerce and to the end that each primary defendant
should unlawfully restrain and monopolize said commerce in the fields
allocated to it and the remaining primary defendants should refrain
from competing in said fields. Pursuant to said combination, conspiracy,
and monopoly the defendants have continuously refused, except on terms
prescribed by them, to grant licenses under said patents and patent
rights to any individuals, firms, or corporations for the purpose of
enabling the latter to engage in radio communication, radio broadcast-
ing, or interstate commerce in radio apparatus independently of or in
competition with the defendants.

21. The control of interstate commerce in radio apparatus acquired
by the defendants through the licensing, cross-licensing, or pooling of
the radio patents of all of them as herein deseribed has been used by
them for the purpose of obtaining additional patents which increase,
and have increased, the effectiveness and power of the patent pool of
the defendants, and the defendants have acquired and now control more
than 4,000 patents or alleged patents on radlo apparatus. Said patent
pool has enabled the defendants to dictate by agreement among them-
gelves the terms upon which any competitor or potential competitor
may use the patents owned or centrolled by any of said defendants;
to exact by agreement among themselves burdensome royalty paymenls
from any competitor or potential competitor granted a license to use
patents owned or controlled by said defendants; to compel any such
licensee to accept a license under all the patents of all the primary
defendants applicable to the particular apparatus which the licensee
degired to manufacture and sell, thereby preventing such licensee from
contesting the validity of any of said patents and thereby tending to
prevent adjudication as to the validity of said patents. By the exclu-
give licenses which the primary defendants have given each other they
have prevented and do prevent any competitor or potential competitor
from obtaining from any one of the primary defendants separately a
license to use its radio patents. The agreements between the primary
defendants make provision for extending the combination in restraint
of interstate commerce in radio apparatus, and in monopoly and at-
tempted monopoly thereof, far beyond the life of any patents owned by
sald primary defendants when the agreements were made. The primary
defendants have by their agreements providing for licensing each other
under all existing and future patents prevented all litigation between
themselves which would adjudicate the scope and validity of their re-
spective patents. The defendants thus have continuously acgquired new
radio patents and patent rights, and have jointly held and used the
same exclusively for their own use and benefit. All of said eontracts,
agreements, and understandings have been made and performed, and all
of said acts and things have been done, as a means for, and with the
purpose, intent, and effect of excluding all actual and potential com-
‘petition in radio communication and interstate commerce in radio ap-
paratus and as a part of an unlawful combination and conspiracy in
restraint of interstate commerce in radio commuunieation and radio
apparatus, and in monopolization and attempted monopolization
thereof.

22. On or about October 17, 1919, General Electric caused the organi-
gation of Radio Corporation with a ecapitalization of 7,500,000 ghares of
common stock and 5,000,000 shares of preferred stock, eaused Radio
Corporation to acguire all the assets of Marconi Co. of America, includ-
ing valusble radio patents and patent rights and apparatus used and
useful in radio communication, and caused Radio Corporation to issue
and deliver to General Electric 2,000,000 shares of its common stock,
which then had sole voting rights, and over 600,000 shares of its pre-
ferred stock. By a contract and agreement made and dated on or about
November 20, 1919, Radio Corporation and General Electrie granted to
each other licenses under their existing and future patents on radio
apparatus and Radio Corporation agreed to purchase exclusively from
General Electric all apparatus covered by the patents granted or agreed
to be granted thereunder and General Electric agreed to sell such radio
apparatus exclusively to Radio Corporation. Marconi Co. of America
thereupon permanently withdrew from the business of interstate com-
merce in radio communication and radio apparatus.

23, As a part of said unlawful eombination, conspiracy, and monopoly,
General Electrie, Radio Corporation, Telephone Co., and Western Elee-
tric (substantially all the stock of which has been owned by the Tele-
phone Co.), by contracts and agreements made and dated on or about
July 1, 1920, granted to each other licenses under their existing and
future patents on radio apparatus. By said contracts and agreements,
and by understandings supplementary thereto, Telephone Co. and West-
ern Electric were obligated to réfrain from engaging in the business of
radio communication by telegraph, from engaging in the business of
transoceanic radio communication by telephone except by the use of
means, instrumentalities, and apparatus of Radio Corporation and from
engaging in the manufacture and sale in interstate commerce of sub-
stantially all kinds of radio apparatus. By said contracts and agree-
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ments, and by understandings supplementary thereto, General Eleetrie
and Radio Corporation were obligated to refrain from, among other
things, engaging in the business of padio communication by telephone
within the United States, and to prevent any persons or corporations,
except Telephone Co. and Western Electric, from using any means, in-
strumentalities, or apparatns of General Electric, Radio Corporation, or
Westinghouse for the purpose of engaging in sald business. Neither the
Telephone Co. nor Western Electrie has established such a communica-
tion system, but the primary defendants have refused to permit any
other person or corporation to engage in said business and have by suits
and threats of suit for infringement of their alleged patent rights, and
otherwise, collectively hindered, obstructed, and prevented the establish-
ment of radio communication by telephone within the United States,

24, Prior to May 22, 1920, Westinghouse and International Radio
Telegraph Co. each owned or otherwise controlled certain patents and
patent rights on radio apparatus., Westinghouse was engaged in inter-
state commerce in radio apparatus and International Radio Telegraph
Co. was engaged in radio communication. On or about May 22, 1920,
sald companies caused the organization of the International Radio
Telegraph Co., hereinafter referred to as New International. Westing-
house thereupon acguired 50 per cent or more of the voting stock of
New International. International Radio Telegraph Co. transferred to
New International all or most of its patents and physical assets and
Westinghouse and New International granted to each other licenses
under their existing and future patents on radio apparatus, and Westing-
house agreed to sell to New International exclusively all radio apparatus
covered by patent rights granted or agreed to be granted thereunder,
and New International agreed to purchase sald apparatus execlusively
from Westinghouse. For a considerable period of time prior to June
80, 1921, New International and its predecessors were engaged in inter-
state commerce in radio communication and radio apparatus, and from
the organization of Radio Corporation to June 30, 1921, were engaged
in said commerce independently of, and in competition with, Radio
Corporation.

25. As a part of said unlawful combination, conspiracy, and monop-
oly, New International, on or about Junme 30, 1921, transferred and
conveyed to RAdlo Corporation its business of interstate commerce in
radio communication and radio apparatus, and its properties, facilities,
and assets used in the conduct thereof, and the stockholders of New
International, Including Westinghouse, acquired 1,000,000 shares of pre-
ferred and 1,000,000 shares of common stock of Radio Corporation,
representing a large and substantial interest in said corporation. New
International thereupon permanently withdrew from the business of
interstate commerce in radio communieation and radio apparatus. As
a further part of said unlawful combination, conspiracy, and monopoly,
Westinghouse, by contracts and agreements made and dated on or about
June 30, 1921, acquired from Telephone Co. and Western Blectric, and
granted to said companies, the same rights, privileges, and licenses as
General Electrie had acquired from, and had granted to, said companies
by the contracts and agreements dated on or about July 1, 1920, herein-
before referred to; and by further contracts and agreements also made
and dated on or about June 30, 1921, General Electric, Radio Corpora-
tion, and Westinghouse granted to each otber licenses under their
existing and future patents on radio apparatus.

The latter contracts and agreements and understandings supplementary
thereto obligated General Electric and Westinghouse to sell radio appa-
ratus exclusively to Radio Corporation and obligated Radio Corporation
to purchase radio apparatus exclusively from General Electric and West:
inghouse in the proportions of 60 and 40 per cent, respectively, and to
pay therefor the cost of manufacture plus 20 per cent. Thereafter Gen-
eral Electric and Westinghouse have manufactured and sold in interstate
commerce large and substantial amounts of radio apparatus. All of said
apparatus manufactured and sold by General Electric and Westinghouse
has been sold exclusively to Radio Corporation or to corporations owned
or controlled by it. Thereafter Radio Corporation has not, without the
consent of General Electric nnd Westinghouse, sold any radio apparatus
except that purchaged from said companies. By said contracts, agree-
ments, and understandings General Electric and Westinghouse were,
and they have continued to be, restrained from engaging in interstate
ecommerce in radio apparatus except in the sale thereof to Radio Cor-
poration, and Radio Corporation was, and it has continued to be,
restrained from engaging in said commerce except in the sale of radio
apparatus purchased from General Electric and Westinghouse, and
competition in said commerce which otherwise would have existed be-
tween sald companies and between them and others has been and will
continue to be restrained.
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27. The defendants by preventing all litigation between themselves
involving their radio patents and patent rights have been enabled to
assert the exclusive right to use and enjoy said patents and patent
rights, irrespective of their validity or Invalidity, The defendants by
collectivel_y threatening to sue, and by suing pursuant to a common un-
derstanding, persons and corporations manufacturing or selling radio
apparatus in interstate commerce and those dealing with said persons
and corporations, charging them with infringement of defendants' pat-
ents, have prevented substantially all persons and corporations from
engaging in interstate commerce in radio apparatus except upon terms
and conditions prescribed and imposed by the primary defendants by
joint arrangement and agreement among themselves, and have required
substantially all eaid persons and corporations to enter into license
agreements with the primary defendants. Thirty-seven manufacturers
of radio receiving sets who were previously engaged In Interstate com-
merce in radio apparatus independently of, and in competition with,
some of the defendants have been compelled to necept such a license and
are manufacturing and selling thereunder. Among the terms and con-
ditions Imposed by the primary defendants®on said licensees are the
following : .

(a) Each of said licensees has been and is required to pay to the pri-
mary defendants a royalty of T4 per cent of the price of all radio
apparatus sold by the licensee, and a-minimum of $£100,000 a year by
manufacturers of radio receiving sets and a minimum of $50,000 a year
by manufacturers of vacuum tubes. The share of Radio Corporation in
the royalty so paid during the year 1929 was more than $7,000,000,
The purpose and direct result of sald royalty requirements have been
and are to llmit arbitrarily the number of those who ecan engage in
interstate commerce In radio apparatus,

(b) Prior to February 6, 1928, each of said licensees was required to’
purchase exclusively from Radio Corporation all vacuum tubes originally
installed by said licensee in radio receiving sets made or sold by it. On
or about November 19, 1929, this provision was adjudged by the United
States District Court for the District of Delaware to be in violation of
the Clayton Act. Since February 6, 1928, each of sald licensees has
been required to accept a license containing this same requirement,
coupled with a statement by the licensors that pending the determina-
tion of a certain litigation by tbe Supreme Court of the United States
said provision will not be enforced. The purpose and effect of both
of these licenses in such form has been to threaten and coerce manu-
facturers to use exclusively vacuum tubes purchased from Radlo Cor-
poration.

(¢) Each of said licensees has been and is required to sell to the pri-
mary defendants and their nominces a license under any existing and
future patents under which said licensee had or may have the right to
issue licenses. 5

(d) Each of said licensees has been and Is unlawfully required to
affix to each radio receiving set made or sold by it a notice reading:
* Licensed only for radlo amateur, experimental, and broadcast recep-
tion,” and to insert the same notice in all catalogues, eirculars, price
lists, and general advertising, and a similar statement of restriction upon
cartons containing tubes sold by it.

28. The number of receiving sets sold in interstate commerce during
the year 1929 was in excess of 4,500,000. The primary defendants and
their licensees now manufacture approximately 95 per cent in value of
all radio apparatus manufactured, used, and sold in interstate commerce.

29, Said unlawful restraints and monopoly are being constantly ex-
tended into new industrial, commercial, and scientific fields by the dis-
covery of new uses for radio apparatus, particularly vacunm tubes,
including, among other such fields, methods of distance actuation and
control; automatic counting, grading, and sorting; selecting colors,
leveling elevators and guiding airplanes; and the defendants have unlaw-
fully combined, conspired, and agreed to extend said restraints and
monopoly Into the new industrial, commercial, and scientific fields
wherein radio apparatus may now or in the future be used or useful.

30. On or about April 4, 1928, Radio Corporation, General Electric,
and Westinghouse caused the incorporation of R. C. A. Photophone
(Inc.). The interest In and control of R. C. A. Photophone (Ine.),
represented by shares of capital stock therein, was and now s divided
among said defendants in the proportion of 60 per cent to Radio Corpo-
ration, 24 per cent to General Electrie, and 16 per cent to Westinghouse,
The defendants thereupon contracted, arranged, and agreed that none
of them except R. C. A. Photophone (Inc.) and Western Electric would
engage, or enable, or permit any other person or corporation except
R. C. A. Photophone (Inc.) and Western Electrlie to engage In inter-
state commerce in radio apparatus for recording or reproducing sound
in e tion with motion plctures.

26. As a part of said unlawful combination, conspiracy, and paly,
General Electrie, Rndio Corporation, Telephone Co., Western Electrie,
and Westinghonsge by contracts and agreements made and dated on or
about July 1, 1926, modified in certain details the provisions of the
foregoing contracts and agreements made and dated on or about Novem-
ber 20, 1919, July 1, 1920, and June 30, 1921, but by said contracts
and agreements of July 1, 1926, sald primary defendants continued the
grant to each other of licenses under their existing and future patents
on radio apparatus and the division among themselves of the business
of interstate commerce in radio communication and radio apparatus.

-

31. On or about December 26, 1920, Radio Corporation, General Elez-
tric, and Westinghouse caused the incorporation of RCA Radiotron Co.
(Inc.). The interest in and control of RCA Radiotron Co. (Inc.) rep-
resented by shares of capital stock therein, was and now is divided
among said defendants in the proportion of 50 per cent to Radio Corpo-
ration, 30 per cent to General Electric, and 20 per cent to Westinghouse,
The defendants have been and are planning and arranging to transfer
to RCA Radiotron Co. (Ime.) all of the interstate commeree of said three
defendants in vacuum tubes; and to substitute said RCA Radlotron Co.
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(Inc.) for Radio Corporation, General Electric, and Westinghouse in
respect to said restraints upon, and monopolization of, Interstate com-
merce in vacuum tubes imposed and enjoyed by the defendants.

32. On the same day, December 26, 1920, Radio Corporation, General
Electric, and Westinghouse caused the incorporation of RCA Victor Co.
(Inc.). The interest in and control of RCA Vietor Co. (Inc,), repre-

gented by shares of capital stock therein, was and now is divided among

sald defendants [n the proportion of 50 per cent to Radio Corporation,
80 per cent to General Electric, and 20 per cent to Westinghouse. The
defendants have been and are planning and arranging to transfer to
RCA Victor Co. (Inc.) the interstate commerce of said three defend-
ants in radio receiving sets and to substitute sald RCA Vietor Co. (Inc.)
for Radio Corporation, General Electric, and Westinghouse in respect
to said restraints upon and ‘monopolization of interstate commerce in
radio receiving sets imposed and enjoyed by the defendants.

33. On or about October 10, 1929, Radio Corporation, General Electrie,
Westinghouse, and General Motors caused the incorporation of GMRC.
The interest in and control of GMRC represented by shares of its capital
stock was and now Is divided among said defendants in the proportion
of 61 per cent to General Motors, 20.4 per cent to Radio Corporatiaon,
11.76 per cent to General Electric, and 7.84 per cent to Westinghouse.
The primary defendants thereafter granted to GMRC the right to sell
radio receiving apparatus under all existing patents and future patents
under which they had or may have the right to issue licenses. General
Motors paid more than $5,000,000 in cash for its said stock in GMRC;
granted to GMRC an exclusive license under all its present and future
patents and patent rights on radio apparatus, which patents and patent
rights thereafter by certain contracts, agreements, and understandings
became a part of the patent pool hereinbefore described; and has made
available to GMRC all of its vast facilitles for the distribution of radio
apparatus throughout the United States and foreign countries, Gen-
eral Motors agreed with GMRC to purchase, and has purchased, exclu-
gively from GMRC all radio apparatus sold by it at not less than the
cost thereof to GMRC, plus 20 per cent. GMRC has unlawfully agreed
with the primary defendants to attach, and has attached, to all radio
apparatus to be sold by it the following notice: “ Licensed only for use
in automotive vehicles and conveyances or for private amateur nse for
entertainment and educational purposes.” The purpose, Intent, and
effect of the organization of GMRC and of each of the contracts and
agreements, and understandings supplementary thereto, has heen to
broaden, strengthen, and make more permanent and effective the
restraints and monopolization of interstate commerce hereinbefore de-
scribed and to eliminate one of the most powerful potential competitors
in interstate commerce in radio apparatus.

34, As a part of said unlawful combination, eonspiracy, and mo-
nopoly, Radio Corporation, General Electric, and Westinghouse have
contracted and agreed, and they are now planning and arranging, to
perfect and make more permanent their restraint and monopolization
of interstate commeree in radio apparatus by a reorganization of the
business in radio apparatus of said three companies, by, among other
means, the following :

(a) The transfer and conveyance to Radio Corporation or its nomi-
nees by General Electric and Westinghouse or their respective wholly
owned subsidiary corporations, General Eleetric Radio Co. (Inc.) and
Westinghouse Radio Co. (Inc,) of (1) all property, facilities, and
assets used by General Electric and Westinghouse or their said sub-
sidiaries in the manufacture of radio apparatus, (2) all of the
stock of R. C. A, Photophone (Inc.), RCA Radiotron Co. (Ine.), RCA
Vietor Co. (Inc.), and GMRC owned by sald two companies or their
said subsidiaries, and (3) the right to use all existing and futuore
patents of the primary defendants used or useful for the manufacture
of radio apparatus.

(b) The issue and delivery by Radio Corporation to General Electric
and Westinghouse of (1) shares of common stock of Radio Corporation
equal in number to all its present outstanding shares of common stock,
and (2) a large number of shares of its preferred stock, which stock
acquisition will give General Electric and Westinghouse more than 50
per cent of the voting rights of all outstanding stock of Radio Cor-
poration, and will give sald companies complete control of Radio
Corporation.

85. For the purpose of effecting said proposed consolidation the
stockholders of Radio Corporation at a stockholders’ meeting held on
May 6, 1980, duly approved an inecrease in the eorporation’s authorized
common stock from 7,500,000 shares to 15,000,000 shares. None of said
additional 7,600,000 shares of authorized common stock has been issued
or delivered.

36. The organization and employment of R. C. A. Photophone (Ine.),
RCA Radiotron Co. (Ine.), and RCA Victor Co. (Inec.) for the purpose
of manufacturing and selling various kinds of radio apparatus pre-
viously manufactured and sold by General Electric and Westinghouse ;
the proposed acquisition by Radio Corporation of all the stock of said
compantes now owned by General Electric and Westinghouse or their
said subsidlaries; the proposed transfer to Radio Corporation or its
nominees of substantially all the assets owned by General Electric
and Westinghouse or their said subsidiaries used or useful for manu-
facturing radio apparatus; the licensing of Radio Corporation and Its
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nominees to manufacture radio apparatus under the existing and future
patents of all the primary defendants; and the acquisition by General
Electric and Westinghouse of stock of Radio Corporation which will
gEive said companies a majority of the voting stock of Radio Corpora-
tion, all as hereinbefore described, will permanently remove General
Electric and Westinghonse as competitors or potential competitors of
each other, of the other defendants, and of all other persons and corpora-
tions in interstate commerce in radio apparatus, and will thereby not
only solidify and strengthen the defendants' combination and conspiracy
in restraint of sald interstate commerce, and in monopoly thereof, there-
tofore and now existing, but by consolidating the radlo business of
General Electric and Westinghouse in Radio Corporation in exchange
for stock in said corporation will make permanent the existing unlawful
combination and conspiracy between said companies In restraint and
monopoly of interstate commerce in radio apparatus which has been
brought about by the various illegal means hereinbefore deseribed.

The organization and employment of R. C. A. Photophone (Inc.),
RCA Radiotron Co. (Ine.), and RCA Victor Co. (Ine¢.) for said purposes
and the proposed consolidation In said companies and in Radio Corpora-
tion of the business of interstate commerce in radio apparatus thereto-
fore conducted by General Electric and Westinghouse were and are
unlawful and in vielation of the act of Congress of July 2, 1890, known
as the Sherman Antitrust Act.

87. The contracts, agreements, and understandings by which the de-
fendants have agreed to grant, and have granted, to each other licenses
under existing and future patents on radio apparatus and have divided
the interstate commerce in radio communication and radio apparatus,
and have imposed unlawful restraints on all persons and corporations
other than the defendants engaged in, or desiring to engage in, said
commerce were and are unlawful and in violation of said act of Con-
gress of July 2, 1890.

Wherefore petitioner prays:

I. That writs of subpena issue directed to each defendant command-
ing it to appear herein and answer under oath the allegations of this
petition and to abide by and perform such orders and decrees as the
court may make,

That the court order, adjudge, and decree as follows:

II. That the combination and conspiracy in restraint of, and the
attempt to monopolize, and monopolization of, interstate trade and
commerce in radio ecommunication and radio apparatus hereinbefore de-
scribed, were and are in violation of said act of July 2, 1890, and acts
supplemental thereto and amendatory thereof.

III. That the defendants and each of them and all persons, in-
cluding corporations, acting or claiming to act on behalf of them or
any of them, be perpetually enjoined and restrained from continuing
to carry out, directly or indirectly, expressly or impliedly, the sald com-
Lination and eonspiracy, attempt to monopolize and monopolization, and
from entering into or ecarrying out, directly or indirectly, expressly or
impliedly, any similar combination and conspiracy, attempt to monopo-
lize, and monopolization of the sald interstate trade and commerce,

IV, That the defendants and each of them and all persons, including
corporations, acting or claiming to aet on behalf of them or any of
them, be perpetually enjoined from performing or continuing to perform
any and all other acts described herein as means of creating, maintain-
ing, or effectuating said combination and conspiracy, attempt to monop-
olize and monopolization.

V. That the contracts and agreements between and among the defend-
ants deseribed herein, and any and all such contracts and agreements,
be declared unlawful and void, and that the defendants and each of
them, and all persons, including corporations, acting or elaiming to act
on behalf of the defendants or any of them, be perpetually enjoined from
entering into similar contracts or carrying out the terms of said agree-
ments or understandings or similar agreements or understandings.

V1. That the defendants and each of them and all persons acting or
claiming to act on behalf of the defendants or any of them, be per-
petually enjoined and restrained from agreeing with the other defend-
ants or any of them not to compete with such other defendant or
defendants in any line of interstate trade or commerce.

VIL. That the defendants, other than Radio Corporation of America,
and each of them, and all persons and corporations acting or claiming
to act on behalf of them or any of them, be perpetually enjoined and
restrained from purchasing or otherwise acquiring capital stock In the
Radio Corporation of America or any of its subsidiary or operating
companies now existing or hereafter formed and that the General Electric
Co. and the Westinghouse EHlectric & Manufacturing Co. be ordered and
directed to divest themselves of all stock in said Radio Corporation of
Amerlca, that Radio Corporation of America be ordered and directed to
divest itself of any property, facilities, or assets acquired from General
Electric Co. or Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Co. pursuant to
the plan of consolidation, rearrangement, and reorganization herein
described.

VIII. That the court order, adjudge, and decree that each of the
defendants R. C. A. Photophone (Inc.), RCA Victor Co. (Inec.), RCA
Radiotron Co. (Inc.), and General Motors Radio Corporation has been
and is a party to an unlawful combination, and has been and is an
unlawful combination, in restralnt of interstate and foreign trade and
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commerce, and that each has attempted and is attempting to monopolize
and g in combination and conspiracy with the other defendants to
monopolize, and has monopolized, part of the trade and commerce among
the several States of the United States and with forelgn nations, and
order, adjudge, and decree that each of them be restrained from engag-
ing in interstate or foreign commerce, and that each of them be
dissolved.

IX. That jurisdiction of this cause be retained for the purpose of
enforcing guch decree as may be entered and enabling petitioner to apply
for a modification or enlargement of any of the provisions thereof on
the ground that the same is inadequate and for the purpose of enabling
the defendants, or any of them, to apply to this court for a modification
of any of the provisions thereof on the ground that it has become
inappropriate or unnecessary.

X That petitioner have such other, further, and general relief as may
be equitable and proper.

X1, That petitioner recover its costs and disbursements,

LeoxArD E. WALES,
United Btates Attorney.
WiLLiAM D. MITCHELL,
Attorney General,
JoHEN LoRD O'BRIAN,
The Assistant {o the Attorney General.
RoserT L. BaBIN, Jr.,
RusseLL HARDY,
CHARLES H, WESTON,
JOHN HARLAN AMEN,
Bpecial Assistants to the Attorney General.

TRANSFER OF PROHIBITION ENFORCEMENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business, which is House bill 8574.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 8574) to transfer to the Attorney
General certain functions in the administration of the national
prohibition act, to create a bureau of prohibition in the De-
partment of Justice, and for other purposes.

Mr. HEBERT obtained the floor.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEBERT. Certainly.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, before the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. HeserT] proceeds, let me say that there is
nothing complicated at all about the bill. It is simply a bill
providing for the transfer of the Prohibition Unit from the Treas-
ury Department to the Department of Justice. There are some
details entered into and there are some few amendments pro-
posed to carry out those details. The measure is recommended
by the Attorney General. It passed the House of Representatives
after long hearings were held before the House Committee on the
Judiciary. The Senate Committee on the Judiciary likewise
gave the matter extensive hearings, and after hearing all parties
desiring amendments to the bill as it passed the House we con-
cluded to recommend the bill practically as it passed the House,
providing for turning over the whole Prohibition Unit to the
Department of Justice, where the people and the President desire
it to be, and let the matter be administered according to law.

Mr. HEBERT, Mr. President, it may be well at the outset
to explain briefly the amendments proposed by the Committee
on the Judiciary to the bill now before us. The bill was fully
considered in the House of Representatives before it was passed
there and received by the Senate.

It will be noted that in the original bill as it came from the
Senate there occurs the term “enforcement division in the
Bureau of Prohibition.” The committee found upon a study
of the measure that there is no such division now provided by
law. The purpose of creating such a division was merely one
of procedure, so as to enable the Department of Justice and
the Treasury Department to apportion between the two, when
this transfer shall have been made, the employees now engaged
in prohibition work in the Treasury Department.

The idea.is that all of the employees found to be engaged in
the work which is referred to as enforcement in the Treasury
Department shall be transferred to the Department of Justice,
So we have inserted in the bill a new paragraph, which is
designated paragraph (a), in section 3, on page 2 of the bill,
and which reads as follows:

Sec. 3 (a) The Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General
by joint regulation shall, as soon as may be after the passage and
approval of this act, create an enforcement division in the Bureau of
Prohibition in the Treasury Department and place in and apportion to
such enforcement division so much of the personnel, appropriations,
records, files, and property of said bureau as they shall agree upon.

Actually the Treasury Department and the Department of
Justice have made a very complete survey of the entire prohi-
bition work, and as a result of their findings have reached an
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agreement whereby some 2,500 employees in the prohibition
division of the Treasury Department shall be transferred to the
Department of Justice.

There was some objection on the part of representatives of
civil-service employees to this mode of procedure because of a
fear that civil-service employees might not retain their ecivil-
service status. We made inquiry upon that point, and we have
the assurance of the Attorney General that they will be taken
over and will retain the status which they now have in the
Treasury Department. That, however, will not apply to the
attorneys now engaged in prohibition work in the Treasury De-
partment, because, while they will be taken over, they will not
be subject to civil-service regulations,

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does
the Senator from Rhode Island yield to the Senator from North
Carolina ?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. OVERMAN. There was also, as I recall, a fear ex-
pressed that the transfer of civil-service employees from the
Treasury Department might destroy their privileges under the
retirement act. We have an opinion of the Attorney General
to the effect that they will not be affected unfavorably in that
respect.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I could not distinetly hear the
statement of the Senator from North Carolina, but I presume
he referred to the communication which was received from the
Attorney General, in which he gave assurance that the civil-
service employees would not be disturbed in their status?

Mr. OVERMAN, Yes.

Mr. HEBERT. The next amendment, outside of perfecting
amendments in the bill, is that on page 8, which proposes to
amend section 2 of the act entitled “An act relating to the use
or disposal of vessels or vehicles forfeited to the United States
for violation of the customs laws or the national prohibition
act, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1925. The
amendment is as follows:

8pc. 2. Any vessel or vehicle forfeited to the United States by a
decree of any court for violation of the customs laws or the national
prohibition act may, in Illen of the sale thereof under existing law, be
ordered by the court, upon application of the head of the department
by which the seizure is made, to be delivered to the Department of
Justice for use in the enforcement of the national prohibition act, or
to the Treasury Department for use in the enforcement of such act or
the customs laws.

Under the law at present—— -

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not want to interrupt the Senator, but
will he yield as he goes along so that certain provisions of the
bill may be clarified?

Mr., HEBERT. Mr. President, it occurred to me that it
would be well for me first to explain the amendments which
the committee has suggested and then to take the bill up in
regular order, at which time the Senator will have an oppor-
tunity to make any suggestions he may have in mind.

Mr. OVERMAN, Mr. President, I should like to suggest, if
the Senator will yield——

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to say to the Senator from
Rhode Island——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield first to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to say to the Senator that I
have no desire to interrupt him, but when he has made his pre-
liminary statement, if he will indicate in what portion of his
remarks he will submit to interruption, I should like to ask
about some amendments which I propose to offer, as to whether
or not they will defeat the ideas which he hopes to have written
into the bill

Mr. HEBERT. I shall be glad to yield at the proper time.
I now yield to the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr, President, I suggest that by unanimous
consent the Senate consider first the committee amendments,
and then take up the amendments of the Senator from Maryland
and other amendments which may be offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from North Carolina that the committee
amendments be first considered?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, it may be that a committee
amendment affects a certain paragraph to which an amendment
offered by me refers. It seems to me if I shall have the right

to offer my amendments when the paragraphs to which they
apply are reached in the bill, rather than to wait until the
committee amendments shall have been disposed of, we will
secure a more comprehensive result.
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Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, as I understand, the Sena-
tor's amendments will not affect the amendments recommended
by the committee, because they are mere matters of detail.

Mr. TYDINGS. In that ease, of course, I would not object;
but, for example, on page 6 of the bill, if the Senator from
Rhode Island will bear with me a moment, it is provided in
section b, line 10, that—

The Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury shall jointly
prescribe all regulations—

And so on and so forth.

If that provision is to be changed, I should like to have the
right to offer an amendment in connection with any change
which may be proposed.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, as I understand, the com-
mittee did not change that section at all. I will ask the
Senator from Rhode Island if that is not correct?

Mr. HEBERT. That is true; the committee has recom-
mended no change in that provision. After I shall have con-
eluded my explanation of the amendments which have been sug-
gested by the committee, I shall give some attention to that
feature of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lina has asked unanimous consent that the committee amend-
ments may be first considered. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and that order will be followed.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, before I was interrupted, I
was about to say that under the existing law applying to the
forfeiture of vehicles seized by the Treasury Department and
under present regulations, it is required that such vehicles shall
be sold under an order of the court. It was suggested in the
course of the hearings upon the bill—and that suggestion comes
from the Department of Justice—that the bill ought to provide
that vehicles suitable for use of the enforcement division of the
Prohibition Unit of the Attorney General's department, as well
as suitable for use of the Treasury Department engaged in the
enforcement of the customs laws, should be set over to them by
an order of court rather than to have them sold by order of
court. As a result, the committee has inserted the amendment
to which I have just referred. It provides in effect that vehi-
cles forfeited to the United States by decree of court may be
“ delivered to the Department of Justice for use in the enforce-
ment of the national prohibition act, or to the Treasury Depart-
ment for use in the enforcement of such act™—that is, the
national prohibition act—* or the customs laws."

The only other change is as to the date when the act shall
go into effect after it shall have been passed and approved.
The original bill provided that it should take effect on the first
day of the second month after its approval, whereas the amend-
ment which the committee has inserted in the bill provides that
the act shall take effect on the first day in July, 1930.

The other amendments, Mr. President, are merely perfecting
amendments and need no extended explanation.

I come now to that part of the bill which was opposed by a
considerable number of representatives of permittees—that is,
representatives of holders of liquor permits. They object to
what they refer to as the “dual control” of liqguor permits—
alcohol permits. Of course this bill does not provide a dual con-
trol; it does provide that permits hereafter shall be issued under
regulations to be jointly approved by the Attorney General and
the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. BLAINE. I should like to call the Senator’'s attention
to the fact, however, that applications for permits must be for-
warded to the Attorney General, and no action can be taken on
them for a period of 10 days, so that there is a dual control in
that respect, The Attorney General must act before the Treas-
ury Department can issue the necessary certificate. The Attor-
ney General has 10 days in which to act, and he may take that
10 days and he may or may not approve of the application. So,
in that respect, there is dual control. I understand that the
terms of the Dbill are as I have stated. If I am incorrect, I

should like to have the Senator from Rhode Island make the

correction now.

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. President, I shall come fo that feature
later on. I know what the Senator has in mind and I shall try
to explain that provision as I come to it.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an
interruption if he is not now going to take up that feature of
the bill?

Mr. HEBERT. I was just about to ask that we pass upon
the amendments which I have already explained and which do
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not affect that portion of the bill in which the Senator from
Maryland is particularly interested.

Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, as I
understand, even though an amendment is adopted to some
particular section of the bill, after the committee amendments
shall have been either adopted or rejected, I may have the right
to g? back over the same ground and offer individual amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has that right.

Mr. HEBERT. Now, Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ments propesed by the committee may be read and considered
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will report the first
amendment.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, may I ask that the amend-
ments be read in full, as some portions of the Senator's expla-
nation, due to the great distance I was from him, were not un-
derstood by me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments will be stated
in full. The clerk will state the first amendment.

The Cuier Crerg. On page 2, after line 20, it is proposed to
}n.;;lert a new section to be known as section 3 (a) and to read as

ollows :

Sec. 3. (a) The Becretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General
by joint regulation shall, as soon as may be after the passage and
approval of this act, create an enforcement division in the Bureau of
Prohibition in the Treasury Department and place in and apportion to
such enforcement division so much of the personnel, appropriations,
records, flles, and property of said bureau as they shall agree upon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, is it in order to offer an
amendment to the amendment at this time? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then I should like now to offer an amend-
ment to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maryland
offers an amendment which the clerk will state, it being under-
stood that the amendment is to the amendment reported by the
committee, and is, therefore, in order.

The Carer CLErx. On page 3, line 2 in section 3, the Senator
from Maryland proposes to strike out the words “ as they shall
agree upon ” and insert in lien thereof the words “ as are charged
with the duty of investigating violations of the national pro-
hibition act and the detection and apprehension of offenders
against said act.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Maryland to the
amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, may I ask If the Senator
from Rhode Island would have any objection to that amend-
ment? I will say in explanation thereof that it does not change
the major part of the amendment the committee has proposed.
The purpose of my amendment is to prevent departmental legis-
lation of a very obnoxious sort. In other words, there can
be no objeetion whatsoever to the Attorney General making such
regulations as are necessary to carry out the various national
prohibition aets; but the committee amendment does not thus
confine the activities of the Attorney General. The bill, with
the committee amendment, while creating an enforcement divi-
sion of the Bureau of Prohibition, leaves substantially all the
definition of the enforcement division to departmental discretion.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. HEBERT. I do.

Mr. BARKLEY. It seems to me the effect of the amendment
which the Senator from Maryland has offered is to limit the
Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury in the
transfer of the personnel from one bureau to another. The
amendment offered by the committee simply provides that they
shall transfer such personnel as the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Attorney General may agree upon, which has nothing
to do with the regulations so far as the enforcement of the law
is concerned. The Senator’s amendment limits the power of
the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury to the
transfer of such personnel as may be engaged in the enforce-
ment of prohibition.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is not altogether an inaccurate state-
ment. It is substantially true.

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the object of taking away from
the two Cabinet members, heads of departments, the discretion
to transfer such men as they may see fit from one bureau to the
other?
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Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator favor the setting up of an
executive bureau by department heads rather than by an act
of Congress?

Mr. BARKLEY. I think in a matter of that sort, which is
purely an administrative detail of determining which employees
shall be transferred from one department to the other, the two
Cabinet members are in better position to decide that than
Congress is. It is not legislation. It is simply authorizing the
two members of the Cabinet to get together and decide which
part of the personnel shall be transferred from one department
to another; and I think that discretion ought to be left with
them.

Mr. TYDINGS. It occurs to me that the Senator's idea could
be safeguarded by having the plan of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and the Attorney General presented to Congress, and then
having Congress legislate that plan into being, rather than turn
over to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General
the right to create bureaus by regulation rather than by legis-
lation. It seems to me to be embarking on a pretty wide field
to have various Cabinet members, by regulation, accomplish in
effect what it is our duty to accomplish by legislation.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yleld
farther——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island further yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. HEBERT. I do.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator’s amendment does not touch
that question at all,

Mr., TYDINGS. What does it touch?

Mr. BARKLEY. It simply touches the personnel which may
be transferred from one department to the other by agreement
of the two heads of departments,

Mr. TYDINGS., Of course. Is not that setting up a depart-
ment and transferring the personnel?

Mr. BARKLEY. The language which authorizes the crea-
tion of the Bureau of Prohibition in the Department of the
Treasury is not in any way affected by the amendment which
the Senator has offered. It simply affects the personnel which
may be transferred from one to another.

Mr, TYDINGS. Then what is the objection of the Senator
from Kentucky to my amendment?

Mr. BARKLEY. The objection is that it takes away from
the two Cabinet members the power to decide which employees
shall be transferred from one bureau to another, and we say
that they shall transfer such employees as are involved in the
enforcement of prohibition. It might be desirable to transfer
somebody from the Bureau of Internal Revenue or some other
bureau in the Treasury Department to the Department of

Justice. If this amendment were agreed to, they would not
have any discretion to do that. It is merely an administrative
provision.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I say to the Senator from Rhode Island
that it is the intention to set up in the Department of Justice
only that part of the prohibition personnel which has to do
with law violation. :

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, that is not exactly so. At the
present time it is not an easy matter to tell which of the em-
ployees in the Treasury Department are engaged in enforcement
work and which of them are engaged in other lines of effort in
the Prohibition Department of the Treasury. The fact is that
the two departments appointed commissions, and they have
made a careful survey of the entire field. They have now
virtually reached an agreement as to who shall be transferred
from the Treasury Department to the Department of Justice.
With the amendment of the Senator, it may be difficult for
them to earry out the arrangement that they have in mind; and
there are many instances where employees are on the border
line. We can not define by law that they are engaged in pro-
hibition work or in some other line of work in the Treasury
Departinent.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me read again my amendment, which is
as follows:

As are charged with the duty of investigating violations of the
national prohibition act and the detection and apprehension of offenders
against said act.

If I may say just a word there, it occurs to me that the
Department of Justice is the enforcement arm of the Govern-
ment, and that without this restriction we are going so to mix
the Treasury Department and the Department of Justice that
there will be no one who will be directly responsible for enfore-
ing the law.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, that can not be so.
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Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will permit a further inter-
ruption, what justification is there in making the Department
of Justice the Treasury administration branch of the Govern-
ment for any purpose whatsoever?

Mr. HEBERT. There is no justification, nor will it be done.

Mr. TYDINGS. The reason for the creation of the Depart-
ment of Justice is to enforce the law; and I have not made my
amendment so restrictive that any of the primary purposes for
its creation would be curtailed. I simply seek to limit the De-
partment of Justice to its natural and proper function, which
is investigating violations of law and enforcing the law. Now
the Senator wants more latitude, so that this department can
be enlarged and expanded at will by the regulation of two mem-
bers of the Cabinet rather than by the edict of the House and
the Senate.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, 1 fear the Senator misappre-
hends the purpose of this amendment. There is no intention to
extend the functions of the Attorney General's department, once
this transfer has been effected. This amendment merely sets
out a mode of procedure for getting out of the Treasury De-
partment that body of employees which the two departments
will agree are engaged in prohibition enforcement.

Mr TYDINGS. Then why not say so in the amendment?
Why leave it open to conjecture?

Mr. HEBERT. For this reason, Mr. President—that many
of those employees are on the border line, and it ig not easy or
possible to define by law what their functions are at the present -
time ; and necessarily it must be left to an agreement between
the two departments as to who shall be transferred.

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will permit me, my amend-
ment would not preclude anybody from being transferred who
was on the border line. The =sole condition is that they must
be employed, to any extent whatsoever, in the investigation,
the detection, and the prosecution of violators of the law.

Mr. HEBERT. But, Mr. President, once they are transferred,
that will be their sole function in the Attorney General's de-
partment. Once those employees have been transferred from
the Treasury Department, they will function in the Attorney
General's department precisely as the Senator outlines. This,
however, is merely a method of proceeding to separate the de-
partments so that the employees who are deemed to be engaged
in any way in enforcement shall be transferred to the Attor-
ney General's department.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let us get the picture right. The committee
amendment reads as follows:

The Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General by joint
regulation shall, as soon as may be after the passage and approval of
this act, create an enforcement division in the Bureau of Prohibition
in the Treasury Department and place in and apportion to such en-
forcement divislon so much of the personnel, appropriations, records,
files, and property of said bureau as they shall agree upon. _

My amendment strikes out the words “as they shall agree
upon,” and says that in the transfer of that personnel they shall
only transfer such personnel as properly belong in the Depart-
ment of Justice, and that there shall be no Treasury officials in
the Department of Justice who have joint duties, because the
responsibility then would be anybody’s responsibility. I want
the responsibility to be single, and to have the Department of
Justice do only those things for which it was created, and to
have the Treasury Department do those things for which it was
created.

There is nothing in my amendment that will hamstring or
limit or destroy the purpose of the Senator's proposition, which
is to set up a prohibition-enforcement personnel. I am in sym-
pathy with it. The only thing I do say is that we should limit
the transfer of such employees to those whose duties clearly
come within the Department of Justice category.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I think the Senator wholly
overlooks the purpose of this amendment. It is not to transfer
from the Treasury Department employees who have nothing to
do with enforcement. It is to create this division merely for
the time being, in order that the employees who are deemed to
be needed in the Attorney General's department may be trans-
ferred in a body. Otherwise, it would necessitate the choice of
an entirely new personnel from the civil-service lists.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield right
there? Will the Senator tell me of one employee whom the At-
torney General would desire transferred who could not be trans-
ferred under my amendment?

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, President, take the employees who are
engnged in the issuance of permits: They might or might not
be deemed to be an enforcement division, and yet men who have
some knowledge of the issuance of permits and the methods of
procedure ought to go to the Attorney General’s department in
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order that it may have the benefit of their knowledge and coun-
sel,

Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly it ean not be contended that a man
who is charged with the duty of issuing permits only in par-
ticular cases is not an enforcement officer.

Mr. HEBERT. He would not be charged with anything else
except enforcement in the Attorney General's department, once
he gets over there.

Let me say again, for the information of the Senator, that the
purpose of this amendment is to provide for the transfer of those
employees who are deemed both by the Attorney General's
department and the Department of the Treasury to be necessary
for the enforcement division in the Attorney General's depart-
-ment, and for no other purpose,

Mr. TYDINGS. What employees that the Aftorney General
would require would be barred by my amendment? Is there one
that the Senator can name? I shall be glad to drop the amend-
ment if he can tell me one employee who properly belongs in the
Department of Justice who is barred under this amendment.

Mr. HEBERT. I thought I had fully answered that. The
Senator’s amendment provides for the transfer of those em-
ployees who are charged with the duty of investigating viola-
.tions of the national prohibition aet, and the detection and
apprehension of offenses against said act. I have repeatedly
said that there are numbers of employees who are on the border
line in the Treasury Department, and who might be classed
either as employees in the Treasury Department proper or as
engaged in prohibition work ; and that clearly is a matter which
should be left to the discretion of those who are best informed
regarding the services that are rendered by those men.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 would like to ask the Senator whether he
thinks that permits for legitimate purposes should be issued by
the Treasury Department or by the Department of Justice?

Mr. HEBERT. I may say, in answer, that the committee
directed me to report this bill in its present form, gnd it pro-
vides for the issnance of permits through the Treasury Depart-
ment, >

Mr. TYDINGS. Then, if that is the case, if the Treasury
Department is to issue the permits, the very suggestion which
the Senator made as a bar to the adoption of my amendment
is eliminated. I am trying to keep the permit division where it
belongs, in the revenue branch of the Government, and the law
enforcement and investigation branch of the Government where
it ought to be, under the Department of Justice. TUnder the
committee amendment, the thing is so mixed up that the Treas-
ury Department and the Department of Justice seem to be
together in every proposition, even though one is purely admin-
istrative. I am simply seeking to have the transfer of personnel
into the prohibition enforcement division of the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office confined to those who are charged with investigating
violations of the law, making arrests for violations of the law,
and in general prosecuting violations of the law.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I would like to ask the
Senator from Maryland a question or two.

Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly.

Mr. TRAMMELL., From the Senator's discussion.of the
amendment proposed by him I judge that his object is to
restrict these transfers to people who are connected with the
enforcement of the prohibition aet. I do not know but that that
is perfectly all right. But I am apprehensive that the language
the Senator uses is more restrictive than that. His amend-
ment proposes that they shall transfer such personnel “as are
charged with the duty of investigating violations of the national
prohibition act and the detection and apprehension of offenders
against said act.,”

Is it not probable that that language is so restrictive that it
would preclude the elerical force connected with the prohibition
enforcement division from being transferred, because the Sen-
ator restricts it to those who are connected with the duty of
investigating violations of the prohibition act and the detection
and apprehension of offenders against said act?

Mr. TYDINGS. That is right. Aeccording to the Senator’s
construction, which makes the police department the law-
enforcement department of the city of Washington, no police-
man, not even the chief of police, would be allowed to have a
secretary, or chauffeur, or stenographer, or doorkeeper, or an
elevator man, or any other employee, Of course, they all belong
to that department. I think the Senator’s contention might
be upheld by the strictest kind of an interpretation; but I am
satisfled that the language of my amendment is broad enough
not to preclude the class of employees the Senator points out.
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Mr. TRAMMELL. I am a little afraid it is not broad enough.
That is the reason why I raised the question. Take the head
of a police department. His duty is to investigate law viola-
tions and to apprehend offenders, but it is not the duty of his
secretary to do that. The person who is his secretary, or the
person who keeps the records in his office, is not an investigat-
ing officer. Their duties are clerical, and I would not consider
that they had imposed upon them the obligation of investigating
or the duty of apprehending and having punished. That is the
point I am getting at,

I do not think we onght to pass any legislation which would
preciude the transfer of the clerical force, which had primary
duties, at least, of investigating and enforcing the law. It
does occur to me that if the amendment were changed so as
to provide that traunsfers might be made of those charged with
the enforcement of the national prohibition act that would be
all right. N

Mr. TYDINGS. I would be glad to insert those words and
have it read substantially as follows, “ as are charged with the
duty of investigating violations of the national prohibition aect,
the detection and apprehension of offenders against said aect,
and enforcement in all respects of said act.,” Would that cover
the Senator’s point?

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. President, that would not cover the
situation, and with such an amendment

Mr. TYDINGS. Will not the Senator allow me just to clear
this up? I think the Senate pretty well understands what is
before it; and if I may go on for about three minutes without
interruption, I will then yield the floor. I think I have the
floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maryland
has offered an amendment, and he has the floor.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, at various times, in the Sen-
ate and outside of it, men have risen to assail bureaucracy in
the American Government. They say the Government has ex-
panded so much that every time a man wants a new set of
hames he has to write to the Seeretary of Agriculture and get
a permit to go to the village store to buy them.

There never has been a case, so far as I know, where a sepa-
rate department of the Government has b2en set up by regula-
tions passed by two members of the Cabinet. Here is a case
where the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury
will ereate in the Federal Government a department which it is
the duty of Congress to create, if it is to b2 created at all.
Here is a case where we turn over carte blanche, without any
limitations or restrictions, to two Cabinet officers the right to
set up a department, with such employees and under such con-
ditions as they see fit.

My amendment was designed primarily, at least, in that very
doubtful proceeding, to compel the officers of the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office to deal with that phase of the prohibition question,
and to have the other funetions—namely, the issuance of per-
mits and the collection of taxes—safeguarded through the Treas-
ury Department.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. HASTINGS. Does the Senator contend that the setting
up of the Bureau of Prohibition in any way extends the existing
law to either the Treasury Department or to the Attorney
General’s department?

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course.

Mr. HASTINGS. In what particular does it extend the law?

Mr. TYDINGS. Strictly speaking, I might answer the Sena-
tor in the negative, but, speaking generally, I would have to
answer him in the affirmative, because this very measure pro-
vides that the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney
General shall issue all regulations governing the enforcement
of this act which they desire. We are going to have legisla-
tion by regulations issued by the Attorney General and by the
Secretary of the Treasury.

I have an amendment dealing with that phase of the bill. I
have no objection to Congress taking this action if it deems it
wise, but I think we are going pretty far when we say to two
Cabinet officers, “ Gentlemen, you set up a department of the
Government generally as you would like to have it run. We
are satisfied to take your words on that particular lssue.”

I hope that any Senator who votes for this proposition with-
out restriction will never rise again in this Chamber and assail
bureaucracy, because if he does he will be the biggest hypo-
crite—with all due respect—from a legislative standpeint, of
which one ean conceive. It is proposed to turn over to two
Cabinet officers the right to create a separate bureau, without
Congress having any right to place such limitations on it as
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to keep the departments within their proper and respective
spheres,

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, if the Senator will read the
last three lines, namely—

And apportion to such enforcement division so much of the personmnel,
appropriations, records, files, and property of said bureau as they shall
agree upon—

he will see that there is merely an effort made to have these
two Cabinet officers set up how this particular thing shall be
done.

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will read, instead of the last
three lines, the first three lines, he will find this language:

The Becretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General by joint
regulation shall, as soon as may be after the passage and approval of
this act, create an enforcement division—

And =so forth.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS, I yield.

Mr. HEBERT. ' I may say, for the information of the Sena-
tor, that the creation of this enforcement division in the Treas-
ury Department is merely procedural, and the enforcement
division in the Treasury Department will disappear immediately
the transfer has been made to the Attorney General's depart-
ment., It is merely for the purpose of taking care of hundreds
of civil-service employees in the Treasury Department who can
not be transferred in any other way. Once they have been
transferred, there will be no such thing as an enforcement divi-
sion anywhere, except as it may be created in the Attorney
General’s departinent.

Mr. TYDINGS. They ean be transferred in another way,
and the very fact that the Senator is contending against my
amendment, I say with all due respect, shows that he does not
want them transferred in the way I suggest. They can be
transferred, and Congress ought to define the limits of the
transfer, and, as I said to the Senator from Delaware a while
ago, not leave the language in such shape that the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Attorney General shall create, without a
single limitation placed upon them, such a bureau as they shall
agree upon.

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. President, the purpose of that provision
is to segregate the employees whom the two departments agree
shall be transferred from the Treasury to the Attorney General's
department, and for no other purpose. Once that has been ac-
complished, the enforcement division set up by this bill will
disappear, will no longer be in existence. It is merely a mode
of procedure that is set up in this bill so as to facilitate the
transfer of civil-service employees en bloe over to the Attorney
General’s department. Any other procedure would result in
chaos, it would deny to many civil-service employees in the Treas-
ury Department their civil-service status; in fact, they would
be out of work, and the Attorney General would then be required
to select his personnel for enforcement out of the civil-service
list.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that
the picture he has painted is not altogether an accurate one. I
am not objecting to the transfer of these men. I have placed
no hindrance in the way of their transfer. All I have asked is
that the transfer of the employees to the Department of Jus-
tice shall be of those engaged in investigating violations of the
law and in prosecuting violations of the law; that Treasury
officials, whose duties deal primarily with the Treasury Depart-
ment, shall not be transferred to the Department of Justice.
I have not placed one restriction in the way of the proper in-
vestigation and prosecution of all violators of the law, although
I do think that the creation of this department, without any
limitation, by two Cabinet officers instead of by Congress, which
is the legislative branch of the Government, is a very unwise
thing.

If the Senate wants to adopt this measure it, of course, may
do so. I have said all I can say on it; I am satisfied, and I shall
vole against it.

Mr, BLAINE. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his
seat, I should like to call his attention to this very important
feature. This amendment provides:

That the SBecretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General shall
apportion appropriations.

That refers to money, money which has been appropriated by
Congress for a specific purpose. These two Cabinet officers may
take those appropriations and divert their use from the use
designed by Congress in the original appropriation bill.

Mr. TYDINGS, That is quite true.

Mr. BLAINE. They can take all the money or only a portion
of it. I doubt if there ever was in the history of this country
such power over finances placed in the hands of two depart-
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ments. I thought the Senator's attention ought to be called to
that very important feature. :

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will permit an interruption
there, under the amendment which I have proposed, added to
the one the Senator from Rhode Island offered, they could only
transfer such part of the appropriatious as would deal with the
transfer of the enforcement officers from the Treasury to the
Department of Justice.

Mr. BLAINE. That is, the money which has been appro-
priated by Congress for this specific purpose will be transferred,
under the Senator's amendment, as [ understand it?

Mre. TYDINGS, That is right.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield to
me, I want to state that when the last appropriation bill was
passed there was no bureau in the Department of Justice such
as that proposed; the activity was all in the Treasury Depart-
ment. We had to make the appropriation and did make the
appropriation so the mutter could go on just as it is. If we
mitke this transfer, it will not be necessary to make another
appropriation. 'We merely allow the money which has been
appropriated from the Treasury for the enforcement of the pro-
‘l;ihltilon law to be transferred over to the Department of

ustice.

Mr. BLAINE. 1 understand there is no present bureau in the
Treasury Department, but there is presently an appropriation
for the Treasury Department for the enforcement of prohibi-
tion. Under the bill now before us the Attorney General and
the Secretary of the Treasury may take that appropriation and
transfer all of it or any portion of it or split it up to suit them-
selves. Such a policy, in my opinion, has never been approved
by the Congress.

Mr. OVERMAN. It simply transfers from the Treasury De-
partment to the Department of Justice the money which has
already been appropriated, and this is to direet how the money
shall be turned over to the Department of Justice. Otherwise
that department would have no money for the purpose unless
we should pass another appropriation bill and repeal the one
heretofore” passed. Why not allow the two Cabinet officers to
get together and divide the money already appropriated as pro-
vided in this measure?

Mr. BLAINE. Under the amendment of the Senator from
Maryland the money which has been appropriated for a specific
purpose will be transferred for identically the same purpose.
The purpose of the Senator from Maryland is to have Congress
act instead of permitting two Cabinet officers to divide the money
to suit themselves.

Mr, TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to soggest an
amendment to the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Maryland. In line 4 of his amendment, after the word *of,”
insert the words “ and the administering of.” With that phrase
inserted in the amendment it would then read:

As are charged with the duty of investigating violations of and the
administering of the national prohibition act and the detection and
apprehension of offenders against sald act.

That, in my opinion, would not bar in any way the transfer
of anyone who should be transferred. I am rather in sympathy
with the idea of the Senator from Maryland that we do not
want to give any carte blanche authority in the matter.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I accept the amendment of
the Senator from Florida to my amendment, I think it goes te
90 per cent of all the objections raised by the Senator from
Rhode Island. As I stated in the beginning, I do not want to
hinder the transfer, although I think it is a poor policy to have
it eonducted by the regulations of two Cabinet officers; but if
it is safeguarded within reasonable limitations no great harm
can come from it.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I suggest that the Senator’s amendment
be modified to that effect.

Mr. TYDINGS. I accept the modification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment as modifled
will be stated.

The LisisLaTive CLERK. On page 3, line 2, in section 3, strike
out the words “as they shall agree upon” and insert in lieu
thereof the words “as are charged with the duty of investi-
gating violations of and the administering of the national pro-
hibition act and the detection and apprehension of offenders
against said act.”

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I fear that the modification
proposed by the Senator from Florida will confuse the language
all the more, because, after all, those engaged in issuing permits
are in a way engaged in administering the prohibition law.
They have gomething to do with the administering of the pro-
hibition law. In that case they would all be transferred over

to the Department of Justice, and yet the bill specifically pro-
vides that they shall not be so transferred.
ment as modified will not prevail

1 hope the amend-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland, as modified, to the amend-
ment of the committee.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island a question. Under the paragraph which
we are discussing, am I correct in the assumption that the en-
forcement division in the Bureau of Prohibition in the Treas-
ury Department thus created is purely temporary?

Mr. HEBERT. That is merely procedural. It will go out
of existence and there will be no such thing in existence the
minute the employees have been transferred.

Mr. VANDENBERG. In other words, it might go out of ex-
istence in 60 days?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; or in 30 days, or just as quickly as the
law becomes effective.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Where is the provision in the bill
which takes it out of existence after the transfer is completed?

Mr. HEBERT. It operates in and of itself, because the en-
forcement division will be in the Department of Justice and
there is no more enforcement in the Treasury Department as
soon as the transfer becomes effective. Therefore there will
be no enforcement division in the Treasury Department. The
enforcement division provided for is merely for the purpose of
transferring those employees whom the two departments agree
should go over to the Department of Justice.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does not the Senator think the entire
purpose of subsection (a) would be clearer and obviate many
criticisms if the following language were added at the end of
the committee amendment?—

But such enforcement division shall cease to exist when the transfer
is completed under section (d).

Mr. HEBERT. I see no objection to that with a slight
modification. Will the Senator state the language again?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion at that point? [

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Did the Senator from Rhode Island aceept the
amendment ?

Mr. VANDENBERG. No; he did not accept it. He merely
asked me to read it again.

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me clear that if the langnage were
agreed to, which the Senator from Michigan has suggested, it
would create a serious defeet. I think the Senator from Rhode
Island used the word * division ” when he intended to use the
word “bureaw.” This is a division which is created in the
burean. The bureau is now in the Treasury Department. How-
ever, there is no legal division. Congress never provided for it.
They have one there in effect, but there is very serious doubt
whether they have authority of law to create a division with-
out an act of Congress.

This bill specifically creates a division in the Bureau of Prohi-
bition Enforcement in the Treasury Department., When that is
created and we transfer the bureau to the Department of Justice
it takes with it, of course, the division which was created by
the amendment. It seems to me that is clear.

Mr. VANDENBERG. In other words, the Senator from Ne-
braska thinks the division here created in the Treasury Depart-
ment automatically goes out of existence when the transfer is
made?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not think it goes out of existence;
but it remains a division in the bureau. The bureau is trans-
ferred, and the division being a part of the bureau, it goes with
the bureau, of course.

Mr. HEBERT. I do not so construe it. It is my under-
standing—and in this I am sustained by the opinion of the
Attorney General, with whom I conferred—that the enforce-
ment division in the Treasury Department will cease to exist
immediately the transfer has been made.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is precisely the statement I was
suggesting might clarify the matter. I make no point of it.

Mr. HEBERT. May I ask the Senator to read the language
he proposes?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I propose to add the following:

But such enforcement division shall cease to exist when the transfer
is completed under section (d).

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, did the Senator from Rhode
Island accept the amendment?

Mr. HEBERT. I see no objection to the amendment except
that I should like to modify it slightly.

Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator from Michigan insist on
offering it?
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Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not insist. I am suggesting it

purely for the purpose of clarification. I am not sufficiently
familiar with the details to be warranted in offering it formally.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator has not offered it?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have not.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then, as I understand the situation, my
amendment to the amendment of the committee is pending. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield for that purpose?

Mr. HEBERT. I do.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum having
been suggested, the clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Fess La Follette Simmons
Ashurst Frazier McCulloch Smoot

Baird George McKellar Bteck
Barkley Gillett McMaster Steiwer
Bingham Glass McNar, Stephens
Black Glenn Mete Swanson
Blaine Goldsborough Norris Thomas, Idaho
Blease Greene Oddie Thomas, Okla.
Borah Hale Overman Townsend
Bratton Harris Patterson Trammell
Brock Harrison Phipps Tydings
Broussard Hastin Pine Vandenberg
Capper Hatfiel Ransdell Walcott
Caraway Hawes Reed Walsh, Mass,
Connally Hayden Robinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont.
Copeland Hebert Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Couzens Howell Robsion, ky. Watson
Cutting Johnson Schall Wheeler
Dale Jones Sheppard

Deneen Kendrick Shipstead

Dill Keyes Shortridge

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one Senators have answered
to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, being convinced that the
amendment which has been suggested to paragraph (a) of sec-
tion 3 will not add anything to the bill, but will rather con-
fuse the provisions of it, I hope it will not prevail.

Mr. TYDINGS. The amendment which is pending will add
something to the bill; it will simplify it and eliminate the con-
fusion which is contained in the committee amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Maryland to the
committee amendment.

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a second to the request
for the yeas and nays?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from California will
state it.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May the amendment be reported?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the amendment be reported

The LecrsraTive CrLERx. The amendment of the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typines], as modified, to the commitiee
amendment is as follows:

On page 8, line 2, in section 3, to strike out the words *“as they
shall agree upon” and fo insert in lieu thereof the words *‘as are
charged with the duty of investigating violations of and the administer-
ing of the natlonal prohibition act and the detection and apprehension
of offenders against said act.”

The VICE PRESIDENT.
the yeas and nays?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Maryland to the committee
amendnment.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I should like the Recorp to
show that on the last vote, so far as I know, I was the only
Senator who voted in the negative on the committee amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
committee amendment.

The LmciscATivE Crerx. The next committee amendment is,
on page 4, section 4, line 6, to strike out the word *thereof”
and the semicolon and to insert the words *“of such act and
laws,” so as to make the clause read:

Sec. 4. (a) The following duties are imposed upon the Attorney
General :

Is there a second to the request for

(1) The investigation of wiolations of the national prohibition act,
and violations of the internal revenue laws if a viplation of such act
is involved, for the purpose of enforcing the penal provisions of such
act and laws.
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The VICE PRESIDENT.
the amendment. 2

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next committee amendment
will be stated.

The next committée amendment was, on page 4, line 8, after
the word “such,” to strike out the word “act” and to insert
the words “aet, and offenders against the internal revenue
laws if a violation of such act is involved,” so as to make the
clause read:

(2) The apprehension and prosecution of offenders against such act,
and offenders against the internal revenue laws if a violation of such
act is involved.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 3, after the word
“ therewith,” to insert “and the power to make seizures and
arrests for violations discovered in the course of such investiga-
tions,” so as to make the clause read:

(b) The duty to make all investigations necessary in or incidental
to administrative action with respeet to permits and bonds given in
connectlon therewith and the power to make seizures and arrests for
violations discovered in the course of such Investigations shall remain
with the Secretary of the Treasury, but the Attorney General shall make
such investigations as he deems necessary to prevent violations of, or
for the purpose of enforcing the penal provisiong of the national pro-
hibition act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 15, after the word
“act,” to insert “and offenders against the internal revenue
laws if a violation of such act is involved,” so as to make the
clause read:

{e) The power under section 34 of Title Il of the national prohibition
act (U, 8. C., title 27, sec. 51) to reguire copies of records and reports,
the power to inspect records and reports kept or filed under the pro-
vislons of such act, the power to.swear out warrants for offenders against
such act, and offenders against the internal revenue laws If a violation of
such act is involved, and the power and protection of eection 28 of Title
II of such act (U. 8. C., title 27, sec. 45), are conferred upon the
Attorney General, but such powers and protection ghall also remain
vested in the Secretary of the Treasury.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 8, after line 10, to insert a
new section, as follows:

Sec. 9. Section 2 of the act entitled “An act relating to the use or
disposal of vessels or vehicles forfeited to the United States for viola-
tion of the customs laws or the national prohibition act, and for other
purposes,” approved March 3, 1925, is amended to read as follows :

“ 8gc, 2. Any vessel or vehicle forfeited to the United States by a
decree of any court for violation of the customs laws or the natiomal
prohibition act may, In lien of the sale thereof under existing law, be
ordered by the court, upon application of the head of the department by
which the seizure is made, to be delivered to the Department of Justice
for use In the enforcement of the national prohibition act, or to the
Treasury Department for use In the enforeement of such act or the cus-
toms laws.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 9, section 11, line 6, after
the word “ the,” to strike out the words “ first day of the second
month after its approval ” and to insert *“1st day of July, 1930,"
80 as to make the section read:

Sec. 11. This act shall take effect on the 1st day of July, 1930,

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That completes the committee
amendments. The bill is still before the Senate as in Committee
of the Whole and is open to amendment.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, there was a considerable
volume of objections to the provision of the bill regulating the
issuance of permits to use alcohol. Those objections came
from druggists, wholesale and retail dealers in drugs, paints,
and chemicals, and men engaged in the various lines of industry
in which the use of alcohol is required. They felt that what
they called dual control of the issuance of such permits would
delay them in securing the necessary quantities of alcohol as
and when needed, and that they would be shuffled about from
one department to the other. We are informed that there are
now some 155,000 of such permits being issued from time to time
or are in course of being issued.

The bill provides that applications for such permits shall be
subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury and
the Attorney General. If, as the objectors contend, this course
were to be followed literally and all such applications should

The guestion is on agreeing to

be referred to both departments before action should be takenp, |
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there might be some merit in the objection, but the fact is that,
in all probability, at the outset under the regulations, which
I understand are already prepared, as many as 150,000 of the
155,000 permits will never come under the scrutiny of the At-
torney General's department in any way. There will be a joint
regulation issued by the two departments to provide for the
issuance of a large volume of permits without any delay what-
soever,

The reason why this provision, giving two departments super-
vision over the issuance of permits, is contained in the bill is
that otherwise information which the Attorney General’s de-
partment may have regarding violations of the permits or their
improper use or issuance might never come to the attention of
the Treasury Department; that department would therefore
go right along in the usual run of things and issue such per-
mits, and there would be no way to check violations,

The real purpose of this provision of the bill is to enable the
Attorney General's department to have a check upon all per-
mits, so that, as the investigators for the Department of Justice
go about in the performance of their duties and their attention
is ealled to what looks to them to be a violation of law, they
can then report their findings to the Treasury Department, so
that a further investization may be made, and, if need be, the
permit may be held up until a determination is had. There
is objection on the face of the bill to what the objectors called
* dual control "; but in practice there will not be dual control;
the great bulk of the permits will be issued in due course by
the Treasury Department, and, after all, it is conceded on all
sides that the Treasury Department is the proper department
to conduct this phase of the work in connection with the en-
forcement of prohibition.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I have been much distressed because of the
many letters I have received from users of industrial aleohol in
relation to the subject the Senator is now discussing. He states
that the issunance of permits will be controlled and administered
by the Treasury Department.

Mr. HEBERT. Oh, yes, Mr. President; all permits will be
issued by the Treasury Department, just as they now are.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. Where in the bill does the Senator get his
authority for making that statement? With all due respect to
him, the statement seems to me to be rather graiuitous, when
the bill specifically provides that the Attorney General and the
Secretary of the Treasury shall jointly prescribe all regulations
under the act. Where is there in the bill any provision that the
Secretary of the Treasury alone shall issue these permits?

Mr. HEBERT. It is true, as the Senator says, that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Attorney General will jointly
prescribe regulations, but there is no intention to transfer the
permit division of the Treasury Department to the Attorney
General’s Department.

Mr. TYDINGS. That may be.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. To whom does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield now fo the Senator from New York.

Mr. COPELAND. The question raised by the Senator from
Maryland is the very point I have in mind. I can not see how
the industrial alechol users have any assurance that they will
be dealt with in the future by the Treasury Department as they
have been from time immemorial. So I, too, should like to
know what there is in the bill that affords the users of industrial
alcohol that hope?

Myr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dges the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I am in sympathy with the idea suggested by
the question of the Senator from New York. It is a very proper
question and involves a matter which has bothered me a great
deal ever since this question has arisen. However, I reached
the conclusion that the best action to take is that taken by the
committee, which acted after an understanding as to how the
departments would operate; in fact, they have really agreed
now on the regulations.

I can see, Mr. President, if the two departments were not
working in harmony, that the difficulty which the Senator from
New York has suggested would arise, and it might be a serious
difficulty. No one wants to make difficult the securing of per-
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mits by those who are honestly using alcohol and have the
right to use it. Nevertheless, we must realize that a great
deal of liguor has been sold through bootlegging operations
which has been secured through illegal or fraundulent permits,

Nobody wants to transfer this particular branch of the work
over to the Attorney General or to the Department of Justice,
becanse the Treasury Department is equipped to take care of
it; it has charge of the collection of internal revenue and other
things, and it would be inadvisable in the view of everyone, I
think, to transfer this particular function from the Treasury
Department. So there comes a point where the issuing of per-
mits ought to remain with the Treasury Department.

On the other hand, if the Attorney General at the head of the
enforcement division should in his work of enforcing the pro-
hibition law find some one having a permit who has obtained
it unlawfully or by fraud or misrepresentation he ought to be
in a position where he could lodge a complaint and prevent such
an individual getting another permit, or have the present per-
mit revoked if the facts warrant such action. That is the con-
difion we have to meet.

If the Attorney General and the Treasury Department were
at odds and were fighting each other, I doubt whether this pro-
vision of the bill would work; and if the time shall ever come
when they can not act in harmony, I think Congress would
necessarily have to change the law. However, we are now
told that if we leave it in this way the vast bulk of honest
corporations and individuals who are users of industrial alco-
hol under permits will have no more trouble after this bill
shall have been enacted into law than they have now, because
under the regulations which will be made for all practical
purposes the Treasury Department .will handle the matter.
The Attorney General, however, ought to have the power to
prevent the issuance of permits in cases where in his work he
concludes that a bootlegger is getting the permit, and the
Treasury Department perhaps does not know anything about
it. I am not satisfied with it, but it seems to me that at least
we ought to give it a trial in this way.

Mr. TYDINGS. DMr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I point ount to the Senator from Ne-
braska, whose explanation is very clear, that the last three
lines of paragraph (a) of section 5 read as follows:

That all regulations relating to the Burean of Prohibition in the
Department of Justice shall be made by the Attorney General.

It occurs to me that in this whole bill the Attorney General
has had conferred on him the power to make regulations which
would prohibit the Treasury Department issuing a permit to
any person who had violated the law.

As I understand, Mr, President, there is no amendment now
before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is before the Senate as in
Committee of the Whole and open to amendment, but the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr., HeserT] has the floor.

Mr, TYDINGS. I thought the Senator had finished.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dces the Senator from Rhode
Island yield the floor?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. TYDINGS. I desire to offer an amendment, so that we
will have something before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. T offer an amendment, as follows:

On page 6, line 10, strike out the words *“ The Attorney Gen-
eral and the " and insert in lien thereof the word “ The,” and in
line 11 thereof strike out the word “ jointly,” so that paragraph
(a) of section 5, on page 6, would read as follows:

The Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe all regulations under
this act and the national prohibition act relating to permits, and the
form of all applications, bonds, permits, records, and reports under
such acts: Provided, That all regulations relating to the Bureau of
Prohibition in the Department of Justice shall be made by the Attorney
General,

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a letter
from one of my neighbors in New York who is a manufacturer
of flavoring extracts. I want to read one brief paragraph,
because it describes the attitude of these honest business men
who feel outraged by what is proposed in the pending bill.

This is what my correspondent says:

The industrial-alcohol users are really in a desperate situation under
the bill as reported. The crux of the matter is this:

From time ‘immemorial industrial-alcobol users have contacted with
and been supervised by the Treasury Department, which has a back-
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business people like ourselves. There is a list of industrial-alcohol
users in the Treasury Idepartment that reads like a bluebook of Ameri-
can business. These people are beyond question and above reproach
In their methods of using and handling aleohol.

It is now proposed to place the handling and regulation of these
people in the Department of Justice. Youm, as a physician and a man
of experience, will readily understand that the psyehological attitude
of the Department of Justice will be one of espionage and suspicion
from the very nature of its background of handling criminal matters,

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in line with what the Senator
has just said I desire to say that all of these amendments I
have offered have been offered at the request of the following
organizations :

The American Drug Manufacturers’ Association.

The American Chemical Society.

The Flavoring Extract Manufacturers’ Association of the
United States.

The Baltimore Drug Exchange Bureau.

The National Paint, Oil, and Varnish Association.

The Proprietary Association.

The National Association of Retail Druggists.

The National Beauty Parlor and Supply Dealers’ Association.

The National Manufacturers of Soda Water Flavors.

The National Association of Manufacturers of Fruit and Fla-
voring Hxtracts.

The National Confectioners’ Association.

The Rhode Island Pharmaceutical Association.

The National Wholesale Druggists’ Association.

It is only at the request of these people, who have to deal
with this subject and who have been dealing with it for the past
10 years, that I have offered the first amendment which the
Senate defeated, and am now offering the second, which I pre-
sume will meet a like fate.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, it seems to me, if I may
say it in all kindness, that we have lost all sense of proportion.
We are so desperate over the prohibition situation, and are so
beset by lobbyists for that idea, that some Senators appear to
be scared to death every time something comes up for consid-
eration in the way of legislation that touches at all the question
of aleohol.

There are specific uses for alcohol, perfectly legitimate and
honest and proper uses for alcohol, besides the use of alcohol
as a beverage. Why are we so obsessed, why are we so beset
by the fear of offending persons who are fanatical on prohibi-
tion, that we are not willing to recognize the distinction between
the honest and legitimate and proper use of alcohol and the use
of aleohol for beverage purposes which, in excess, everybody con-
cedes must be harmful?

Here is a great group of American citizens, American busi-
ness men; as my correspondent says, a list that reads like a
bluebook of American business. They have been dealing with
the United States Government for years and years, long before
this question of prohibition became so prominent in the coun-
try. They have gone along successfully and decently, without
scandal or eriticism ; but now, because we have lost all sense of
proportion, we propose to impose upen them what they regard
as a disgrace—that their honest business shall be under the
supervision of the Department of Justice, and that the suspicion
willlattach to them that they are bootleggers, seeking to evade
the law.

I think we should stop for a moment, and give consideration
to the honest appeal of this great group of American business
men before we take final action; we should, if possible, amend
the bill so that the real purposes of the bill may be carried out
and the illegitimate distribution of alcohol stopped. We should
make sure that honest business men shall not be interfered with
in the operation of their affairs.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I should like
to ask a question or two of the Senator from New York or some
other Senator who is familiar with this bill.

We all agree that the issuing of permits to manufaciure and
sell aleohol is a very important problem in the enforcement of
prohibition. To what department of the Government is the
issuing of these permits now intrusted?

Mr, COPELAND. For industrial alcohol?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. The Department of the Treasury.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Under this bill, if it is en-
acted into law, what department will issue these permits?

Mr., COPELAND. There will be a joint board, as I under-
stand. Jointly, the Department of Justice and the Department
of the Treasury are to work out rules and regulations.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Some one of these boards
will have to receive the applications and pass upon them in the
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first instance, unless the two boards sit jointly.
understanding?

Mr. COPELAND, The popular idea—and I think we have a
right to assume that that is correct—is that hereafter the major
part of supervision of this whole problem will be in the Depart-
ment of Justice,

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield to
me, I think he is mistaken in that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. COPELAND. I do.

Mr. OVERMAN. I was deeply in sympathy with these in-
dustrial-alcohol people, so much so that I continuoed the hearings.
We nad hearings here day after day from every industrial-
alcghol man in the United States, I think—telegrams and letters
and witnesses—and I was deeply sympathetic with them until
I talked with the Attorney General and nnderstood his position
in the matter.

These regulations have grown up, as these industrial-aleohol
people state, for 10 years or more; they have satisfactory regu-
lations now, and they did not want the present plan changed,
because they understood it, the Treasury Department under-
stood them, and it had been worked out by experts. In talking
with the Attorney General, however, I learned that he does not
propose to have anything to do with these regulations except
when he finds that some man is getting alcohol illegitimately,
for illegitimate purposes, and they say that a great deal of
alcohol has gone out in that way. He wants to be in position
to stop that permit. He wants to be in position to say, “ Do not
issne that permit. This man is a blockader; he is a criminal.”
That is about all he wants to have to do with it.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me ask the Senator whether the com-
mittee gave some thought to formulating the very proper dis-
tinetion that the Senator has made? Of course, if there is an
illegitimate extraction of alcohol from some warehouse, alcohol
which is going to be diverted into a bootleg establishment, there
ought to be some way to regulate that; but why should these
legitimate, honest men, who for years have been dealing with
the department, be subjected to the oversight and supervision of
the Department of Justice?

Mr. OVERMAN. As I said to the Senator, I deeply sympa-
thized with these men and proposed to support their amend-
ment, until T ascertained the ideas of the Attorney General and
understood the situation as it was. I found out from him that
if he is to enforee this law he wants to have the right to enforce
it. He does not intend to interfere with these permits legiti-
mately issued. The permits will be granted by the Seecretary of
the Treasury just as they have been, by order, of course in for-
mal conjunction with the Attorney General. He does not pro-
pose to block any permit except where he is satisfied that alco-
hol is gotten out for illegitimate purposes.

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, let me ask my genial friend
a question. Do I, then, represent correctly what the situation
is—and the Recorp should earry it—that if this bill becomes a
law, applications for the use of industrial aleohol will be made
in exactly the same way as at present, the permits will be
granted in exactly the same way as at present, and the only
purpose of the new arrangement is that in case of suspicion on
the part of the Attorney General that an illicit use is being
made of some of the industrial alcohol withdrawn in that man-
ner, he would then have veto power over the Treasury, or the
power to take charge of the case?

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Hesert] was on the committee with me, and he had
conversation after conversation with the Attroney General.
That is my understanding. I will ask the Senator from Rhode
Island if that is not the understanding?

Mr. HEBERT. That is clearly the understanding. I stated
at the outset of my explanation of the paragraph which refers
to permifs that there are in the neighborhood of 155,000. As to
the very great volume of business no question will ever arise.
It is true that the regulations for their issuance will come from
the joint action of the Attorney General and the Secretary of
the Treasury.

Mr. COPELAND. Now, may I ask the Senator another ques-
tion? May I say to this correspondent and hundreds of others
that it is not proposed to change the handling and regulation of
the alcohol permits; that they will be applied for in the same
manner and issued in the same manner; that there will be no
disturbance of business where aleohol is used in legitimate busi-
ness; that no change is contemplated, except that in ecase of sus-
picion on the part of the Department of Justice the Attorney
General has coordinate power with the Treasury in placing a
veto upon the issuance of the permits? Is that correct?

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. President, the Attorney General has
assured us that there is no disposition to interfere with the

Is that the
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issnance of the large bulk of these permits. It is true that
regulations will be agreed upon by the Aftorney General and
the Secretary of the Treasury. They will continue to be issued
out of the Treasury Department, and it is our understanding
that the regulations now in force will continue in force. It is
only a small number of permits about which there is any
question. Where there is any evidence that there is a diver-
sion of alcohol for illicit purposes or a violation of the law
by permittees, then the Attorney General will proceed to act.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, let me interrupt the Senator
at that point just one moment, Under the present conditions
if suspicion arises on the part of the Attorney General's office
that there is an illicit withdrawal of alcohol there is now some
way of dealing with it, is there not?

Mr. HEBERT. I believe there is.

Mr. COPELAND. We hear all the time of the drying up
of the sources of illicit alecohol.

Mr:? FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from New York
yield

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. FESS. I have been very greatly impressed with the
attitude of the Senator from New York, because he approaches
this question just exactly as it was approached by those of
us who did not want to interfere with the legitimate use of
aleohol because of the great amount of alcohol that is used in
industry.

There was an effort originally to avoid interfering with the
legitimate use of alcohol that would disturb business, and the
matter was gone over very thoroughly. It was represented to
us that without the restrictions we were about to impose, a
large amount of alcohol would be diverted to illegitimate uses.
The figures given were quite alarming, and it was recommended
that we put very rigid restrictions upon the issuance of aleohol.

Finally an agreement was reached on the law as it now
stands. Then, when the matter of putting the enforcement in
the Depariment of Justice came up, we only had in mind the
enforcement of the law. Consequently there has been only on
the part of those who have not studied into the guestion a
desire to transfersthe permit feature over to the Justice
Department.

There is no desire on the part of the industry or on the part
of the administration, so far as I know, to transfer the permit
feature to the Department of Justice, because 90 per cent of all
the business is in the Treasury Department and we want to
keep it there. But this is what has occurred, the Senator will
recognize. One great thing with which we are battling is illicit
use. Alecohol is being gotten out in some way. It was thought
that there ought to be a greater freedom on the part of the
prosecution department of the Government to deal with the
illicit use. There would be no effort to transfer from the Treas-
ury Department the aleohol-permit feature, but when there is a
violation there ought to be more authority on the part of the
Department of Justice to deal with it, transfer the whole prose-
cution over to the Department of Justice. It is a very difficult
problem to deal with. I have had correspondence with friends,
as the Senator has had, who have an enormous volume of busi-
ness in industrial aleohol, and I have tried to explain that we
are trying to get at the illicit use without transferring the per-
mit feature from the Treasury Department—we are leaving it
there—but fo give greater freedom to the prosecution depart-
ment to deal with vielations. The Senator is trying to get
exactly what I have in mind, and while it is not satisfactory,
it seems to me this is the best we can do.

Mr, COPELAND, Mr. President, I thank the Senater. Of
course he realizes, and every other Senator realizes, that in the
making of all pharmaceuticals, in the making of tinctures and
extraets, of drugs which are in daily use by every physician in
the world, alcohol is used, and must be in order to preserve the
vegetable substances which give the medicinal properties.

Mr. FESS. The unfortunate thing is the 95 per cent who do
not violate the law must suffer some inconvenience for the 5
per cent who are violating the law.

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, that is what I had in mind a
little while ago when I said that sometimes I believe we have
lost our sense of proportion. We are so eager to punish the
5 per cent that we impose almost any burden upon the 95 per
cent.

So long as the prohibition law is on the statute books, it must
be enforced. I think every sane American believes that. But
alcohol is used in every drug store; in every medical and surgi-
cal office ; in every paint shop; in the making of varnish. Indus-
tries must have it, and we should not impose such hardships
upon the legitimate users of alcohol that their business will be
seriously crippled.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, T understand
that this bill changes the Bureau of Prohibition in the Treasury
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Department so that it shall be known hereafter as the Bureau
of Industrial Alcohol, and that the Commissioner of Prohibi-
tion in the Treasury Department shall hereafter have the title
of Commissioner of Industrial Alcohol. Does the Senator from
New York understand that all the other funetions of the present
Bureau of Prohibition except those relating to industrial aleohol
are to be transferred to a bureau of prchibition to be created
in the Attorney General’s Department?

Mr. COPELAND. I so understood.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And that there is no other
function to be left to the Treasury Department except the issn-
ing of alcohol permits through the commissioner of industrial
alcohol set up in this bill?

Mr. COPELAND. That is exactly what I understood. But
now we have the assurance of the Senator from North Caro-
lina, the Senator from Rhode Island, and the Senator from
Ohio that, in spite of this new legislation, these permits are
going to be issued in exactly the same way in which they have
been issued in the past.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to go back of that for
a moment, and I want the Senator's attention.

There must be a reason for this change, this radical change,
in wiping out one bureau and substituting another. The reason,
of course, is that the prohibition leaders in this country have
not been satisfied with the administration of the law by the
present Prohibition Bureau, and we have learned this morning
by the admission of no less a person than the distinguished
and able Senator from Ohio, that one of the serious criticisms
of the administration of this law by the Bureau of Prohibition
is that they have not been able to control their own permits,
that they have been issuing permit after permit to people
who have used Iarge volumes of this aleohol for illegitimate
purposes,

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. FESS. I know the Senator's attitude to be absolutely
fair. I think his criticism that there have been permits for
illegitimate purposes is unfounded.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator said that the
people who got liqguor on permits had diverted that liquor into
illegal channels. How are we ever going to enforce prohibi-
tion? How are you ever going to stop bootlegging and stop
the illegal transportation and sale of liquor if you can not con-
trol your own permits and prevent these permits to be used for
illegal purposes?

Mr. FESS. There is no doubt that liquor is gotten from
gome source other than the Government for illegitimate purposes.
It is being diverted. Otherwise there would not be this boot-
legging. But I do not think the Senator meant to say that the
department is issuing permits to persons to withdraw alcohol
for illegitimate purposes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
saying that.

Mr. FESS. I thought not.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But I am taking occasion to
call attention to the fact that the very presence of this legis-
lation here, the very fact that a bureau which has been in-
trusted with the administration of the prohibition law is being
completely changed, means that there has been a failure upon
the part of that bureau to administer the law to the satisfac-
tion of the ardent supporters of prohibition in this country.

Mr. FESS. 1 think the Senator is correct in that statement.

The Senator might be interested to know that the proposal
to transfer from the Treasury Department to the Department
of Justice has consistently been opposed by a great group of
the strongest temperance supporters.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very glad to hear that.

Mr. FESS. On the ground, they say, that the decisions have
been built up in the Treasury Department and that it would be
unwise to carry the activity over into the Department of Jus-
tice. With that group for a long while I had sympathy, but I
have come to the conclusion that there is so much bootlegging,
which we have to reach in some way, that greater authority
ought to be given to the prosecution department than we have
thus far given. That is why I am in favor of this measure,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not like the idea of the
Department of Justice becoming an administrative department
to the extent of ecarrying out the enforcement of a declared
policy on prohibition or any other question. I insist that the
Department of Justice be intrusted merely with the prosecution
of all law violations.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts yield to me?

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I prefer to see the Depart-
ment of Justice confined to the important and wholesome and
necessary problem of maintaining and preserving essential jus-

No; I had no intention of
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tice, and not going into the field of administering 'the provisions
of any law, whatever it may be. I yield to the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I would like to say to the Senator that the
first amendment; which was voted down a moment ago, was
right in line with the Senator's argument. In other words, that
amendment sought to safeguard in the Department of Justice
the enforcement of the laws of the country. Now, we have the
opposite thing in this measure. This seeks to give the Attorney
General the administrative powers in the Treasury Depart-
ment—and what is the use of having two departments? Why
not merge them and just have “the Attorney General and the
reasury Department of the United States”?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, It is most regrettable. I do
not think we appreciate what we are doing. I do not think we
realize in what direction we are leading when we are dumping
into the Department of Justice the technical, administrative fea-
tures of any law or any other governmental activity, whatever
it may be, other than the administration of justice.

Let us ke?p the Department of Justice secure and sacred, and
hang over the door only one word, “Justice,” and not hang over
it the words “The progecution of violators of liquor laws prin-
cipally, and the prosecution of all other law violators only
incidentally.”

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr, WHEELER. I am in entire sympathy with what the
Senafor has said about the Prohibition Unit going over to the
Department of Justice. I think it is the most unfortunate thing
that could happen to the Department of Justice. I think it is
going to have a tendency to degrade it; it is going to have a
tendeney to bring it into disrepute. I think it is the most unfor-
tunate thing that could possibly happen to the Department of
Justice. But I felt this way about it: That if the administra-
tion—and I assume this is an administration measure—feel that
it can not be intrusted to the Treasury Department, where it has
been, and that there has been a breakdown because it has been
in the Treasury Department, and they want to unload this onto
the Department of Justice, then I am inclined to vote for it,
because of the fact that I do not want to be put in the position
of opposing something which the administration wants, if they
feel it is going to be better for enforcement. But because of
my own connection with the Department of Justice in former
years I predict that if they turn this matter over to the Depart-
ment of Justice, it is simply going to tear down completely the
respect and the confidence the people of this country have in the
prosecution of cases by the Department of Justice.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I am in full
accord with the sentiments so well expressed by the Senator
from Montana. I assume the Senator’s position is that taken
by a good many of us, both those who are not enthusiastic sup-
porters of the prohibition law and those who are enthusiastic
supporters of the prohibition law, namely, that we must not
appear to be doing anything by word or deed that would seem
to be interpreted as a disposition te favor a lack of honest
administration of the law. Therefore we are following blindly
the leadership of those who say, “ Give us another chance; give
us a new bureaun and we will be able to prove that prohibition
can be enforced.” It is unfortunate that many are surren-
dering their independence largely because of a desire not to be
placed in a position of being publicly accused of favoring rmy
laxity in the enforcement of this law.

Mr, BARKLEY and Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chalr

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the force of what the Senator
from Massachusetts has said, but just wherein lies the differ-
ence between the prosecution of crime by . the United States
Government for violation of its laws and the prosecution of
crime by a State government or by a city government? We
all know that in the States we have certain prosecuting attor-
neys, district attorneys, local county prosecuting attorneys, and
city prosecuting attorneys whose duty it is to assist in the
detection and the prosecution and punishment of crime under
the present law.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is done in my State by
the police departments and by State and local commissioners
at the head of them. Having detected crime, they submit their
evidence to the Department of Justice, who decide whether it
is sufficient to justify prosecution. The State departments of
justice do mnot regulate or confrol the enforcement officers.
They merely conduct the court proceedings.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true.

I yield first to the Senator
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The detection of erime in
my State is not intrusted to the legal departments of the State
and city governments,

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the sheriffs of counties and the
police departments of eities work in eooperation with the prose-
cuting officer in the detection and prosecution of crime. It is
not the duty of any prosecuting officer to go out and arrest men.
It is his duty to take the evidence submitted to him by those
who gather it and determine whether a crime has been com-
mitted. There never has been any logical reason why the
Treasury Department should be charged with the detection and
punishment of violations of the prohibition law any more than
the Department of the Interior, except that for a long time the
enforcement of the internal revenue laws as to the collection
of taxes on liquor was in the Treasury Department, and it
fell heir to this work probably because of that fact. There is
no logical reason why the Secretary of the Treasury as such
should be charged with the detection of or prosecution for vio-

lations of the prohibition law than any other Cabinet officer or

any other department. If there is no logical reason why the
Treasury Department should be charged with that duty, is there
any other department of the Government, where it should so
logically go as to the Department of Justice?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Department of Justice,
as I understand it, is already intrusted with the prosecution
of violations of this law the same as all other law.

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Its large army of able and
skilled attorneys throughout the country are constantly having
submitted to them evidence of violations of the prohibition law
by the officials of the present Prohibition Bureau acting under
the Secretary of the Treasury, and that evidence is weighed
and cases prosecuted by United States district attorneys. That
method seems to me to be the sane and sensible manner of con-
ducting the legal administration of this law.

But it is quite apparent now that either the legal arm of the
Government has lacked sympathy with the prohibition law so
that it has failed to prosecute or give satisfaction to the prohi-
bition leaders of the country, or the legal department has not
been satisfied with the character of the evidence, standing, and
activities of the agents of the bureau, so that there has been a
failure to cooperate to the fullest extent. Some such differences
would seem to be the cause of this radical change.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it is unfortunate that there should
be any division of authority in the enforcement of any law. It
not only applies to the prohibition law, but to all other laws.
1t is unfortunate that there should be any division of authority
so that one department or one agency can charge the other
with any laxity in the performance of its duty.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no division in any
other branch of the Government charged with the enforcement
of any law.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think anybody can be absolutely
sure that this transfer from the one department to the other
is going to bring about the millenium or any material improve-
ment, although, of course, we all hope it will; but no one can
be sure of it because the same human agencies are to be brought
into play that have been brought into play heretofore.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I am sure the Senator from
Kentucky, with his fine legal mind and his ideals of justice and
the administration of law, in his heart of hearts regrets to see
thig policy adopted. He, of course, favors trying it out as a
last resort, but I am sure that he is not particularly enthusi-
astic over seeing this transfer made.

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall not relish seeing every district attor-
ney become a hound for detecting crime and making of himself
a deteetive. I never did think it was the duty of the prosecut-
ing attorney to do so, and yet if there is to be any coordination
between the assembling of evidence and its use in the courts I
can very well understand that there ought to be a greater
authority on the part of those who are charged with the prose-
cution in having some duty to perform in regard to the assem-
bling and sifting of evidence and in regard to the making of
regulations where regulations are necessary to carry ont an act
of Congress.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thank the Senator for his
observations. If this move Is a failure, it will certainly tend
to confirm the views of those who claim the prohibition law can
not be enforced.

I want to ask the Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND]
just one other question. I understand that the other duties now
in the Bureau of Prohibition are transferred to a mew bureau
of prohibition in the Department of Justice, except that indus-
trial-aleohol permits still remain in the old bureau.

Mr. COPELAND. That is correet.
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is admitted that in the

Jdssuing of the permits there have been some abuses, that there

has been alcohol obtained on permits which has been diverted
for illegal uses, and the only remedy proposed, as I understand
it, is that the Department will still continue to Issue
the permits, but that the Attorney General can issue some
regulations. Is that the fact?

Mr. COPELAND. That is correct. :

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is the way we are
going to correct that evil, by the Attorney General writing a few
regulations to control the commissioner of industrial aleohol in
the issuing of permits.

Mr. COPELAND. It is just a little more than that. If the
Senator will look at page 3 of the bill, beginning with line 10,
he will see this remarkable language:

Provided, That all officers and employees of the Bureau of Prohibition
who the Attorney General finds have heretofore violated or shall here-
after violate any penal provisions of the Federal prohibition laws shall
be dismissed. :

All of those men who have failed in the past, the erooks and
eriminals who have been retained in the Government and have
failed to enforce prohibition, are now going to be dismissed
under the terms of the bill. Does the Senator see that remark-
able language?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; I do. It is sweeping in
gharacter and suggestive of grave charges against officials in this

ureat.

Mr. COPELAND. That is an amazing confession of impotence
in the past.

Further, on page 3, under subdivision (b), the Bureau of
Prohibition and all its officers are to be transferred to the De-
partment of Justice. Then, under section 8, they will have a
bureau of industrial alcohcl, and there will be a commissioner
of prohibition, who is to have the title of “ commissioner of
industrial alcohol,” and all the employees, all the papers, all
the records, and everything that has been necessary to carry on
the enterprise in the past will have been transferred to the De-
partment of Justice; so I can not for the life of me see how
there can be anything else but an imposition upon those who are
to have anything to do with it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why have they not trans-
ferred the granting of permits as well as the rest of the busi-
ness?

Mr. COPELAND. I can not say, but they have not done it.
It seems that we simply have the promise, and that means a lot
to me, of the Senator from North Carclina [Mr. Ovirman] and
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. HeserT] that the present
Attorney General has said that they will not do that; but, so far
as the bill itself is concerned and the machinery provided by it,
the transfer has been made.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In other words, it looks to
me as if the Department of Justice is trying to save its face
from accepting the clerical job of doing an administrative piece
of work under the terms of this bill, which is of considerable
importance, namely, issuing permits.

Mr. COPELAND. I quite agree with the Senator.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, of course, the statement of the
Senator from New York is not exactly correct as to the transfer
of everybody from the Treasury Department to the Department
of Justice. There will be approximately 2,500 of the employees
of the Treasury Department who will go to the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office. We have provided in the amendment in paragraph
(a), section 3, for the creation of an enforcement division in the
Burean of Prohibition in the Treasury Department in order to
allocate the employees in that department over to the Attorney
General's department as the two chiefs of the departments may
agree. But that does not mean that all those who are engaged
in prohibition work in the Treasury Department are going to
the Attorney General's department.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How many are not going?

Mr. HEBERT. There will be a large number who are not
going. I can not tell the Senator the exact number, but I have
been told by the Attorney General's department that some 2,500
will be transferred from the Treasury Department to the Attor-
ney General’s department.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How many are there now in
the entire department engaged in prohibition work?

Mr. HEBERT. I understand there are 5,000 or 6,000,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What will the other 3,000 do?

Mr. HEBERT. They will be engaged in the permit division.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In other words, it will re-
quire over 3,000 employees to issue permits and only 2,500 to
detect violations of the law?
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Mr. HEBERT. T have not any exact information on that, I
will say to the Senator. I merely can say that I have been
definitely informed that approximately 2,500 will be transferred.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator’'s statement as-
tounds me. He leads me to think we are now to have two
bureaus with about an equal number of employees and an equal
amount of work to do. I have the impression that the purpose
of the administration was to transfer to the Attorney General's
office the entire and complete administration of this law and the
prosecutions under it, and that they were retaining in the
Treasury Depariment simply the clerical work of issuing per-
mits and, of course, investigating the applications to see if they
were bona fide, and passing upon the merits generally of each
application.

Mr. HEBERT. There are many other duties. For instance,
there is the assessment and collection of taxes and all that
work which comes under the law still to be done by the Treas-
ury Department. All assessments of taxes will still remain in
the Treasury Debpartment.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
commissioner of industrial alcohol?

Mr. HEBERT. They will be under the Treasury Department,
nevertheless.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; but the commissioner of
industrial alcohol, as I understand it, will simply have the
handling of the issuance of the permits for the manufacture,
sale, and distribution of alcohol.

Mr. HEBERT. But that does not mean that the employees
are all going to be under the commissioner of industrial aleohol.
They have other functions to perform.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I wish we could get a little
more information as to the extent of the number of employees
that will be left in the Treasury Department and what their
exact duties will be.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the amendment now before
us seems to me to be a reasonable amendment to protect a de-
partment of the Government against violations of permits. It
is inconceivable to me that the sort of thing should be in legis-
lation as provided in section 7, on page T:

The Attorney General may, if he considers it advisable, act jointly
with the Secretary of the Treasury in passing upon any application for
any permit or any renewal or amendment thereof,

In other words, the Attorney General is to act as a policeman
over the head of the Secretary of the Treasuty, In order to
compel him to enforce the law. As everyone knows, I am no
defender of the Secretary of the Treasury, but I do not belleve
that any Cabinet officer should be humiliated by having a police-
man over his head all the time to say whether he may or may
not issue an industrial aleohol permit.

1 recognize the responsibilities of the Attorney Gemeral; I
am in perfect agreement with the provision of the bill that when
the Attorney General finds a permittee violating the law he
should have the right to present the evidence to the Secretary
of the Treasury prior to the granting of a renewal of the
permit or when the question of the eancellation of a permit is
under consideration; but it ean not be denied that there is dual
control in this instance. There will be the greatest orgy of
“puck passing” we have ever seen if this bill shall be enacted
in its present form. It will be possible to pass every legitimate
applicant for an industrial aleohol permit from one depart-
ment to another, and no one will be able to locate responsibility
for delays.

There are thousands and thousands of legitimate users of
industrial aleohol. When a man is doing a legitimate business
there is no reason why he should be interfered with because
gomebody else is doing an illegitimate business. It is impossible
to believe that a bureau once given such authority as is pro-
posed here will not exercise it. No one who has been in Con-
gress for any length of time believes that anthority once granted
to a bureau will not be exercised. When bureaucrats and heads
of departments come to the Senate or to the House of Repre-
sentatives and say, “ Give us this authority, but we will not
exercise it,” in my judgment, it is the purest kind of * bunk."”
No sooner will this proposed act be passed, if it shall be passed
in its present form, than every one of the 150,000 permittees
will be drawn through the red tape and bureaucracy of both
the Department of Justice and the Treasury Department.

Mr. COPELAND. That is true.

Mr. COUZENS. I can not conceive of Congress passing
legislation which will subject citizens who are engaged in
legitimate manufacturing industries to such a routine of red
tape as is here provided. I, therefore, hope that the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typines]
will be adopted.

They will not be under the
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Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, may we have the amendment
stated?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The LecistATiVE CLERK. On page 6, line 10, the Senator from
Maryland proposes to strike out the words “Attorney General
and the,” and in line 11 to strike out the word * jointly,” so
that if so amended it will read:

8Ec. 5. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe all regu-
lations under this act and the natlonal prohibition act relating to
permits, ete.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYpINGS].

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Frazier McKellar Simmons
Baird Gillett MeMaster Steck
Barkley Glass MeNar:; Steiwer
Bingham Glenn Meteal Stephens
Black Goldsborough Norris Sullivan
Blaine Greene Qddie Swanson
Dlease Hale Overman Thomas, Idaho
Borah Harris Patterson Townsend
Bratton Hastings Phipps Trammell
Broussard Hawes I'ine Tydings
Capper Hayden Ransdell Walcott
Caraway Hebert Reed Walsh, Mass,
Copeland Howell Robinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont.
Couzens Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Cutting Jones Robsion, Ky, Watson

Dale Kendrick Schall Wheeler
Deneen Keyes Sheppard

Din La Follette Shipstead

Fess MeCulloch Shortridge

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-three Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is on
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypiNcs].

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DILL, Mr, President, I should like to ask the Senator
from Rhode Island a question. As I understand, the pending
amendment is to section 5. I inquire who is to issue permits to
use industrial aleohol?

Mr. HEBERT. The Secretary of the Treasury will issue
such permits,

Mr. DILL. Do I understand from the language of the bill as
now written that every permit must be approved by the Attor-
ney General?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; that is the language of the bill.

Mr. DILL. It reads that ‘“the Attorney General and the
Secretary of the Treasury shall jointly preseribe all regula-
tions,” and my understanding is that in practical operation it
means that the permits must be approved by the Attorney
General before they shall be actually issued.

Mr. HEBERT. That will depend upon the regulations. If
the Senator will refer to section 7, on page 7, he will find refer-
ence to that point.

Mr. DILL. Yes.
most interested.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Maryland, on which
the yeas and nays have been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BRATTON (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Gourp], who is
necessarily absent, I am informed that, if present, he would
vote as I intend to vote. Therefore I am at liberty to vote and
vote * nay.”

Mr. FRAZIER (when Mr. NYE'S name was called). My col-
league [Mr. NyE] is absent on‘official business of the Senate. If
he were present, he would vote * nay.”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTrH]. In
his absence I transfer that pair to the Senator from Maine
[Mr. GouLp] and vote “ nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. BLEASE. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. Not knowing how he would vote if
present, 1 withhold my vote.

Mr. PATTERSON (after having voted in the negative). I
transfer my pair with the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac-
~ER] to the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. NyYe] and let my
vote stand.

Mr. FESS. I wish to announce the following general pairs:

That is the part of the bill in which I am
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The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gruxpy] with the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] with the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. Kixe];

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Kean] with the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. HerFrIN]; and

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. ALLEx] with the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON].

I am not advised how any of the Senators mentioned, if pres-
enf, would vote on this question.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Brock], the Senator from Texas [Mr. Cox-
NALLY], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeoroE], and the Senator from New York [Mr. WaesER]
are necessarily detained on official business,

The result was announced—yeas 11, nays 61, as follows:

YEAS—11
Blaine Couzens La Follette Walsh, Mass,
Broussard Hawes Bhipstead Wheeler
Copeland Keyes Tydings
NAYS—61
Ashurst Glass McNary Simmons
Baird Glenn Metcalf Steck
Barkley Goldsborough Norris Steiwer
Bingham Greene Oddie Stephens
Black Hale Overman Sullivan
Borah Harris Patterson SBwanson
Bratton Hastings Phipps Thomas, Idaho
Capper Hayden Pine Townsend
Caraway Hebert Ransdell Trammell
Cutting Howell Reed Walcott
Dale Johnson Robinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont.
Deneen Jones Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Dill Kendrick Robsion, Ky. Watson
Fess MeCulloch Behall
Frazier McKellar .ihepg?ird
Gillett MeMaster Shortridge
NOT VOTING—24
Allen George Hefiin Pittman
Blease Goff Kean Smith
Brock Gould g Smoot
Brookhart Grundy Moses Thomas, Okla,
‘onnally Harrison Norbeck Vandenberg
Fletcher Hatfield Nye Wagner

So Mr. Typines's amendment was rejected.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, it is needless to offer any
more of these amendments in view of the present temper of
the Senate. It seems disposed to vote to sustain the commitfee
in all cases.

However, there is one amendment that I should like to offer,
and I shall submit it without debate. At the conclusion of the
action upon that amendment I have another one dealing with
poisoned aleohol; and I am very anxious to have Senators
know that this amendment is coming up, so that as many as
possible ean state their views upon it. I therefore make that
announcement at this time.

The other amendment which I should like to offer now is as
follows:

On page T, line 19, in section T, strike out the words: “ The Attorney
General may, if he considers it advisable, act jointly with the Secretary
of the Treasury in passing upon any application for any permit or any
renewal or amendment thereof, which may be issued under the national
prohibition act, and in such cases no permit shall be granted, renewed,
or amended without their joint approval.”

I wish to insert, in lieu of that provision, this one:

Upon the receipt by the Attorney General of the copy of any appli-
cation for permit as provided in paragraph (b) of section 6 the Attor-
ney General, if he or the Bureau of Prohibition in the Department of
Justice shall be in possession of information of such character that
such application should be withheld, shall forthwith upon the receipt
of such copy transmit notice to the Secretary of the Treasury of his
possession of such information, and in such case no permit shall be
granted, renewed, or amended without the Attorney General or his
designate having an opportunity to appear before the bureau of indus-
trial alcohol (hereinafter provided for) in the Department of the
Treasury to protest the issnance of such permit.

In the event that the Secretary of the Treasury does not receive
forthwith from the Attorney General such information, the Becretary of
the Treasury shall proceed with respeet to such appliecation in the
usual and ordinary manner provided by the act and the regulations
thereunder.

If at any time after the issuance of a permit the Attorney General
or the Bureau of Prohibition in the Department of Justice shall have
information that any permittee is vielating the prohibition aet or the
condition of his permit, notice of this information shall be transmitted
to the Secretary of the Treasury or to the commissioner of industrial
alcoliol in the Treasury Department and revocation proceedings shall be
commenced. The director of prohibition in the Department of Justice
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may desgignate the officer or officers who may appear in the burcau of
industrial aleohol of the Treasury Department in such revocation
proceedings.

All that this amendment does is to eliminate from the bill the
provision which makes joint action on the part of the Attorney
General and the Secretary of the Treasury mandatory, and to
insert in lien thereof that the Secretary of the Treasury shall
have absolute authority, provided, however, that he shall first
notify the Attorney General to see if the Attorney General has
any reason why the permit should not be granted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, to begin with, joint action is
not mandatory under the bill. It is permissive. Moreover, the
arrangement suggested by the amendment of the Senator——

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator, as I understood, said that joint
approval was not necessary; did he not?

Mr. HEBERT. I said joint action is not necessary.

Mr. TYDINGS. Here is what it says:

Which may be issued under the national prohibition act, and in such
cases no permit shall be granted, renewed, or amended without their
joint approval.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, the Senator does not read the
language to which I referred. It begins in section T and for
his information and the information of the Senate I shall read
it now :

The Attorney General may, if he considers it advisable, act jointly
with the Secretary of the Treasury in passing upon any application for
any permit.

Mr. TYDINGS. Keep on reading.

Mr. HEBERT. That is the language te which I refer.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Maryland. [Putting the question.]
By the sound the noes seem to have it.

Mr. TYDINGS. I call for a division.

On a division, the amendment was rejected.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if I may have the attention
of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvermaN] and the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Heserr], I should like to be
reassured.

As I understand, it is contended by these Senators in charge
of the bill that there will be left in the Treasury Department a
bureau having to do with industrial alcohol. That is right;
ig it not? )

Mr. HEBERT. Yes; the bill provides for that.

Mr. COPELAND. And the official heretofore known as the
Commissioner of Prohibition will hereafter be known as the
commissioner of industrial alcohol?

Mr. HEBERT. In the Treasury Department.

Mr. COPELAND. In the Treasury Department; that is cor-
rect. Then, if I understand the SBenators eorreectly, as hereto-
fore, a citizen who desires to withdraw industrial aleohol will
make his application to the commissioner of industrial alcohol
in the Treasury Department, and the permit will be issued there.
Is that correct?

Mr. OVERMAN. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. Now, let me ask this question: Why not
make that clear in the bill? The Senators have said that that
is the purpose and intent of the bill. Why not write that into
the bill? Why not have section 8 on page 8, if the Senators
will take the bill, read in this way?—

The Bureau of Prohibition in the Treasury Department shall hereafter
be known as the bureau of indusirial alcohol, and the Commissioner of
Prohibition in the Treasury Department shall hereafter have the title
of commissioner of industrial alcohol.

Now, I go on:

All the duties of the Treasury Department relating to permits for the
withdrawal of industrial alcohol heretofore exercised by the Treasury
Department shall be performed by this official under the direction of the
Secretary of the Treasury. Any and all such permits ghall be open to
inspection by the Attorney General.

This makes clear in the bill exactly what the Senators have
said upon the floor is the purpose of the bill—that these permits
for the withdrawal of industrial aleohol are to be issued by an
official of the Treasury Department; but let us put in the bill
the language which will indicate that that is the purpose of the
law.

Then, in order that the other purposes of the bill, the enforce-
ment of prohibition, may be carried out, let those permits be
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open to the inspection of the Attorney General. If he has any
reason to believe that there is an illicit withdrawal of alcohol
and a diversion of alechol into bootleg channels, he has access to
the records. He ean go and inspect for himself, through his
subordinates, to find out if a permit has been issued to some
person under the suspicion of the Department of Justice.

Why is not that fair? From my standpoint, it would relieve
me of considerable distress as regards legitimate users of in-
dustrial aleohol in my State. As I indicated in my remarks a
little while ago by the reading of a letter from one of my con-
stituents, they are much upset about the espionage and the dis-
grace of being under the Department of Justice. Senators have
said that that is not the intent of the framers of the bill.

Mr. OVERMAN. It is not. There is nothing of that kind in
the bill.

Mr. COPELAND. All right.

Mr. OVERMAN. Why change it, when we have expressed to
the Senator just what it means? Why complicate it and change
it and amend it, after we have told him exactly what the bill
means, as the Senate has really voted that it means?

Mr. COPELAND. I hope my charming friend from North
Carolina will be spared to us for many, many years in order
that he may testify to the intent of the framers of the bill.
But unfortunately with the passage of time men go off the stage.

‘Write it into the law, make it clear in the law, that it is the
intent, that it is the law, that the commissioner of industrial
alcohol shall earry on all the duties heretofore performed by
the Treasury; that this new commissioner shall issue these
permits; and that any and all such permits shall be open to in-
spection by the Attorney General. Is there anything at all
unreasonable in that proposal?

Mr. HEBERT. Does the Senator ask me that question?

Mr. COPELAND. I ask the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. HEBERT. Of course, it is not the purpose of the law to
provide dual control of permits. It is the purpose of the law to
fix the responsibility upon some department for its enforcement.
The Attorney General, being charged with the duty of enforce-
ment, or being about to be charged with the duty of enforcement,
asks that he may have this control over permits, believing it
to be essential to the proper enforcement of the prohibition law.

Mr. COPELAND. Then, as a matter of fact, it is the Attorney
General who is going to have charge of these permits, and there
is a change from the present status.

Mr. HEBERT. No. When the Senator speaks of the pur-
pose of the bill, he mistakes that with the intent of those who
are charged with the enforcement of the law.

I have repeatedly assured the Senator that I myself had the
assurance that the Attorney General would not interfere with
these permits, and that out of 155,000 of them probably not as
many as 5,000 would be brought into guestion at all, and that
there would be no delay in the issmance of permits to those
150,000 applicants.

Mr. COPELAND. That is very gratifying, and I am happy
that that is the attitude of the Senator and others in charge of
the bill. But men go; laws continue. Who knows what may be
the future interpretation?

Let us write into the law now that this Commissioner of
Prohibition in the Treasury Department, hereafter known as
the commissioner of industrial alcohol, shall be the official
designated by the law to issue these permits, and that in order
that the Atitorney General may be protected in those 5,000
cases out of 155,000 let the Attorney General by law have the
right of access to those permits. Then he will have everything
he can desire, and at the same time the legitimate users of
industrial alecohol will know by reading the law that there is
to be no change from the present system of issuing the permit.
I beg the Senator to accept that language.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, if I felt in any way appre-
hensive about what is going to be the attitude of the Attorney
General or of the Secretary of the Treasury in reference to
these permits, as I have made it known to the Senator here
in this discussion, I would not hesitate to provide a safeguard,
but I confess that I see no reason for apprehension. The
committee has had the assurance of the Attorney General's
department that that would not happen; but the Attorney Gen-
eral, being charged with the responsibility of enforcing this
law, does feel that there ought to be some way in which he
can control the issuance of the permits if ocecasion should
require, and it is not possible to limit him in any way lest there
be a falling down of enforcement generally.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, let me say this to the Sen-
ator: One of two things must be true, either that these permits
are going to be issued exactly as they have been by the Treas-
ury Department or they are not. The Senator a little while
ago, and repeatedly this afternoon, has said they are going to
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be issued exactly as they have been issued in the past; and
now the Senator says no, that the Attorney General is going to
have his finger in the pie and have sometbing to do with the
issuance of the permits,

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, the Senator misunderstood
me if he understood me to say any such thing., I said that
the Attorney General felt that he ought to have some control
over the issuance of the permits. That is very different from
what the Attorney General intends to do in actual issuance of
the permits. I again repeat what I have already said several
times to the Senator, that the Attorney General and the Secre-
tary of the Treasury intend to issue regulations for the issu-
ance of the permits. I have the assurance that there will be
no change in perhaps as many as 150,000 out of 155,000 of the
permits,

Mr. COPELAND. Then up to this point we are fully agreed
that all the duties of the Treasury Department relating to per-
mits for the withdrawal of industrial aleohol heretofore exer-
cised by the Treasury Department will be performed by the
Treasury in the future as in the past. That is correct up to that
point, is it not?

Mr. HEBERT.
interrupted.

Mr. COPELAND. I will repeat it, because I want the Recorp
to show it. I have the assurance of the Senator, apparently,
that in the future, as in the past, all the permits for the with-
drawal of industrial alcohol will be in the hands of the com-
missioner of industrial alcohol in the Treasury Department.
It will be in the Treasury Department in the future exactly
as it has been in the past?

Mr. HEBERT. I have not said that. I have said that the
permits would issue out of the Treasury Department. I do not
know that the permits will be issued by the commissioner of
industrial aleohol. They will be issued out of the Treasury
Department.

Mr. COPELAND. In that respect, then, there will be no
change?

Mr. HEBERT. That is as I understand it, and that is the
assurance I have, that there will be no change, that they will
be issued out of the Treasury Department just as they have
been heretofore, except that there will be joint regulations pre-
scribed by the Attorney General and the Secretary of the
Treasury.

Mr. COPELAND. Is the Senator unwilling to have clarifica-
tion by any modification of section 87

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I do not feel at liberty to
agree upon any additional language there. I think the purpose
of the bill is clearly set out, and we in the committee have felt
that we ought to so frame this bill as to meet the demands of
the Attorney General, because he is to be charged with the
enforcement of the law, and we want to fix the responsibility
upon that department, so that later on it may not be said that
the responsibility is divided with reference to the enforcement
of prohibition.

Mr. COPELAND. Then, if I now understand the Senator, it
means that in the last analysis after all the Attorney General
is the man who will determine how and to whom the permits
are to be issued.

Mr. HEBERT. Again, Mr. President, the Senator misunder-
stands me if he understands me to say what he has just stated.
I say that the enforcement of prohibition is to be in the hands
of the Attorney General.

SEvERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, some who are already set-
tled in their convictions as to what this law shall be may
vote when we get to the point of voting, but they are not going
to disturb me at all by calling “ Vote! Vote!" ahead of the
proper time to have a vote. Let that be understood.

1t is perfectly apparent that this bill is predestined and fore-
ordained to pass and that not a change is to be made in it,
though, exactly as I said a little while ago, the Senate has so
lost its sense of proportion that because a group representing a
certain social thought so dominates the country that when a
bill is presented it must be passed exactly as it is given to the
Senate. Why should we nof, taking into consideration our de-
sire to serve American business as well as American fanatics,
turn aside long enough to clarify, by simple language, the
wording of the bill so as to make it read exactly as its sponsors
say its authors intend it to mean? It is not so difficult to find
language to formulate thought, but gentlemen seek all the time
to find language to hide the real intent.

I know that if this bill is not modified and clarified in some
way, every honest user of industrial aleohol in this country is
going to be embarrassed in the future. The Senator from Rhode
Island says that out of 155,000 users of industrial aleohol,
150,000 are honest and above suspicion. Yet because there are

I did not hear all the Senator said; I was
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5,000 crooks in the country engaged in the withdrawal of indus-
trial aleohol, 150,000 honest meén must be put on the rack. That
does not seem like good sense to me. That to me is the height of
absurdity, and the bill is filled with absurd ideas. Think of
writing into a law the language found on page 3, line 10:

That all officers and employees of the Bureaun of Prohibition who
the Attorney General finds have heretofore violated or' shall hereafter
violate any penal provisions of the Federal prohibition laws shall be
dismissed.

Has it come to the point that we have to write into a law
that when a man violates the law he shall be dismissed from
office? It is perfectly absurd and ridiculous. We only make
ourselves laughing stock; that is all.

Mr. President, like old Sisyphus trying to roll the stone to
the top of the mountain, to attempt to modify the bill is a use-
less undertaking. It can not be done. We might just as well
git down and accept what is turned out to us in capsules, given
to us, and we are told to take. If we do not take it, our noses
are held and we are forced to take it. Here is a proposed law
absurd on its face, not clear in its provisions, imposing unjust
and indecent restrictions upon legitimate business men, and
yet because we have been told that we must swallow it and
take it as it is, we do so.

So far as I am concerned, I have said all I am going to say
about the subject; but to me it is passing strange that men
who are willing to read into the law a definite meaning should
be unwilling to write that meaning into the law so that all who
read in the future may know exactly what the law means.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I have an amendment which
I ask to have read from the desk, after which I would like to
address myself to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read.

The LecisLATIVE CLERE. On page 8, after line 24, the Senator
from Maryland proposes to insert the following new section:

Bec. 10. (a) For the purposes of section 1 of the act entitled “An
act for the withdrawal from bond, tax free, of domestic aleohol when
rendered unfit for beverage or liguid medicinal uses by mixture with
suitable denaturing materials,” approved June 7, 1906, as amended, and
of sections 10 and 11 of title 8 of the national prohibition aet of Oec-
tober 28, 1919, as amended, the terms * denaturing material™ and
* denaturing materials,” as used in such sections in such acts, shall
meau only pyridine, malachite green, or diethylpthalate.

(b) The first paragraph of section 1 of such act approved June 7,
1906, as amended, is amended by striking out the words * methyl
aleohol or other.”

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing to con-
cede that there are many, many people in the United States
who feel that national prohibition is not only a necessary
thing but that it is working fairly satisfactorily. It is not my
purpose to make the discussion of this amendment contro-
versial in so far as whether one may be considered as in favor
of or opposed to national prohibition. I rather hope to elicit
the attention of the Senate upon higher grounds than the wet-
and-dry question.

What my amendment seeks to do may be briefly stated in
simple language as follows: It seeks to strike out of the gov-
ernmental formula by whieh industrial aleohol must be manu-
factured those ingredients which poison the alcohol so that if
it is drunk the drinker will die, and to substitute in its place
several other chemical compounds which will make the aleohol
nauseating, will make the person who drinks it perhaps tem-
porarily sick, but which will not take his life. That is all I
am seeking to do by the amendment, not to make the industrial
alcohol so it will be palatable or potable, but to take from indus-
trial alcohol its qualities of poison to the end that those who
may drink it illegally will not die, but may be simply tem-
porarily ill.

I am told by chemists that the formula which I have pro-
posed will make the alcohol undrinkable; in other words, that
the taste of it and the immediate effect of it will be so bad that
even a drunkard would not want to swallow it. Of course,
there may be exceptions to the rule. At any rate, it will not
kill the person who imbibes it.

Senators, very frequently we hear, in our public schools and
in our colleges in the discussion of ancient, medieval, and
modern history, numerous incidents cited to show the barbarous
natures of other times. For example, there was a time, as we
all recall, when those who did not believe certain religious be-
liefs, which were the prescribed beliefs of the day, were thrown
to the lions in the arena. A person who wanted to be a Chris-
tian because of his mental attitude was thrown to the lions,
and devoured simply because he chose to believe in a particular
religious ceremony or conception. We think to-day as we look
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back upon those years that the people of those days must have
been very ignorant and very barbarous.

We come along to the time of Lucretia Borgia. We know
that she assassinated, through the intermediary of poison,
those who stood in her political path or the political path of
her celebrated brother,

S0 we might come on down to the days of the Spanish In-
quisition, and down through the dark Middle Ages when litera-
ture was looked upon as a vice, when writing almost perished,
and when learning was something to be despised rather than
espoused.

We come on down to the present day, 1930, and what do we
find? We find that in the United States of America we have
an attempt to enforce a law called national prohibition, and
so intent are we upon the enforcement of that law that we
want persons who violate it to die. That is all there is to it,
because the formula in the law provides a poison which, when
inserted into industrial alcohol, will kill the person who
drinks it.

Many, many people throughout the United States have died
as a result of drinking illicit liguor. I am not here to say that
they should not be punished for violating the law. I am not
here to uphold them in their violations of the law. But I am
here to appeal to the Senate on high grounds that they are
entitled to their constitutional privileges even if they are vio-
lators of the law. They are entitled to be arrested; they are
entitled to be confronted with the witnesses who appear against
them; they are entitled to a jury trial and not to be deemed
guilty until they are proven guilty., But instead of that we pro-
vide, through the intermediary of this poison formula, instant or
certainly eventual death to the violator of the law.

If we were to run through the list of penalties for most viola-
tions of Federal laws we would find that 5 or 10 years’ imprison-
ment or a heavy fine apply only in the case of very serious
offenses. But a man may drink only 1 pint of illicit alcohol
made from industrial alcohol illegally diverted and suffer the
penalty of death. I ean not believe that the Senate, if the
opportunity is given to eliminate this provision, will do other-
wise than strike it out. I have not proposed to leave the
aleohol potable. I have not proposed to leave it flavorable. I
have proposed to place in it a chemieal compound which chemists
say will make it nauseating to him who drinks it and perhaps
bring about a mild degree of temporary sickness.

Whether that is true or whether it is not true, if nothing at
all could be done with this aleohol except either to leave it pure
or to poison it, I would still be in favor of eliminating the
poison. As long as this formula remains in the present law all
industrial aleohol that goes out, no matter what its use may be,
will go out in the poisoned form. We all know that the boot-
legger obtains this alcohol and may seek to eliminate the
poisons therein by what I understand is called “ cooking ” them
out. I do not know whether that ean be done or not, but I am
advised that quite often men who are greedy for money do not
have the alcohol analyzed, but sell it for pure alcohol, and that,
particularly around Christmas time and other holiday seasons
and festal days, when the people are inclined to imbibe a little,
a great deal of it gets on the market.

I remember reading that in Oklahoma the other day, in the
State of the Senator who sits next to me [Mr. THoMmas of
Oklahoma], some three or four hundred people were temporarily
paralyzed through drinking some poisoned Jamaica ginger. I
know all of us were horrified at that happening. It was not
that we sympathized with them for attempting to violate the
law, but we do not like to see people paralyzed or poisoned
promiscuously.

There was a case two or three years ago where a great deal of
poisoned alcohol came on the market in New York City. I am
only speaking from memory, but it is my recollection that up-
ward of 50 people died of alcohol poisoning in Christmas week
up there, and many others were sent to the hospital in a serious
condition, some of whom died and, of course, some of whom
recovered,

Mr. President, that is all there is in the amendment, The
question is, Does the Senate wish the death penalty to be con-
veyed to the person who drinks industrial aleohol, or does the
Senate want to prevent the use of that alcohol for beverage
purposes by some more mild, humane means than at present
contained in the law? Those who favor no change in the law
say in effect, “I want every person who illegally drinks indus-
trial aleohol to die.” Those of us who will vote for the modifi-
cation will say, “ We do not want illicit alcohol to be potable
or pleasant or tempting; we wish to make it as bad a beverage
as we possibly can; but by means of this amendment we want
to eliminate the severe effect of the destruction of human life,”
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Mr. President, T may say without reflection upon any par-
ticular Senator or group of Senators, I have little fear that
many Senators who are sincere will feel that they can not sup-
port my amendment, because it is well known that I am not
in favor of national prohibition. The very fact that the amend-
ment bears my name may arouse some suspicion in their minds
that I have some ulterior motive; that I am seeking to weaken
the national prohibition enforcement law. May I say with all
the honesty of which I am capable that if I have such an idea
as that, I am not aware of it.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Joxgs in the chair). Does
the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from Ne-
braska?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to say to the Senator that while
I was called out of the Chamber and have not been able to
hear all of his statement, yet on the particular peint he now
makes I am satisfied that I am one of the Senators who does
not share the prejudice which the Senator says some Senators
may have. I do not know that any of them have it; I do not
think we ought to have it,

I concede that the amendment is offered in good faith. I
think there is something in its purpose. My objection to being
called upon to vote on it now is because I do not feel prepared
to do it. I would like to accomplish something of the kind
the Senator has in mind. It is something which was not con-
sidered by our committee at all. The measure before us involves
only the transfer of prohibition enforcement.

As I understand it, it is rather a scientific question that is
involved in the Senator’s amendment, and before I vote on it I
would like to have the benefit of the advice of chemists and
other scientists who know something.about the subject, which I
confess I do not. That is the reason why I feel disposed to be
against the Senator’s amendment. I might be for it if I were
armed with the information which it seems to me we ought to
have before we can vote on it intelligently.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I appreciate what the Sena-
tor from Nebraska has said. May I say that I would be glad
to recommit the bill for that one purpose, in order that evi-
dence might be taken upon the question involved. May I say
to the Senator that if what I contend for is true, that people
whoe illicitly drink this alcohol now made in accordance with
the governmental formula meet death, the bill ought to be re-
committed and that matter ought to be considered. There is
no more important legislation which will come before this body.

Senafors, have we become so rigid in the enforcement of this
gingle law that a human life means nothing, provided the owner
of that life has violated the prohibition law, perhaps but
mildly? Here in the Senate of the United States, supposed to
be the court of last resort for the enactment of legislation, we
must take our stand on the question of whether or not we say
to the people in effect, “ If you violate the prohibition laws of
this country, we want you to have the death penalty for that
violation.” There is no escape from it.

No one will contend that industrial alcohol made in accord-
ance with the governmental formula now in the law will not
kill. That in itself is enough to enlist the humanitarian con-
sideration of every Member of this body, whether he be “ wet”
or “dry " or midway between the two. This is not a guestion
of prohibition; it is a question of imposing the death penalty
on a man who commits no greater crime than violating the
prohibition law.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. OVERMAN. T agree with the Senator in some respects,
and I should like to vote for such a proposition as he suggests
in the form of a bill, but it has not any place on the pending
bill. This is a bill proposing to transfer the enforcement of
the prohibition law from the jurisdiction of one department
to that of another, and I do not see that what the Senator seeks
to accomplish is involved in the pending measure. If the Sena-
tor from Maryland will introduce a separate bill, I should like
to go into the question and investigate it; and if such a bill
would accomplish what the Senator suggests, I think everybody
would vote for it.

Mr. TYDINGS. I shall be very glad to introduce a separate
bill on the subject, and to do anything to get the suggestion
before the Senate in a different way ; but, Senators, we have got
to be bound by the practical side of this equation. I know
that if sueh a bill were introduced it would be very doubtful
if between now and the convening of the next Congress there
would be sufficient time, with all the parliamentary checks
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which may be interposed, to have such a measure reported. If
we can not get such a measure reported in due course, I think
all of us are to-day bound to try to change this very serious
condition by adopting an amendment to a bill which, in some
measure, does provide for prohibition enforcement.

I should like to have the pending bill go over for a few days
under a unanimous-consent agreement in order that testimony
might be taken to substantiate the statements which I have
made. I should be very glad if the Senator in charge of the bill
would arise and ask that it be allowed to retain its place, to be
taken up again next Monday, perhaps, at 1 o'clock, so that in
the meantime it could be ascertained whether the formula, which
is now being used for the denaturing of industrial alcohol, does
or does not render such alcohol poisonous.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr, TYDINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have been engaged in a
conference and have not heard the entire statement of the
Senator from Maryland with reference to his amendment; but,
aside from the merits of what he may have said, I desire to ask
the Senator does he think that the prescription of a formula
for the denaturing of alcohol is a legislative matter? Is it
one upon which Congress is qualified to act?

Mr. TYDINGS. We have already done so, and I am merely
seeking to amend the law which Congress has already enacted
prescribing the formula.

Mr, BARKLEY. Does the act of Congress provide the limi-
tations of the formula for the denaturing of alcohol?

Mr. TYDINGS. The act of Congress provides that in the
manufacture of aleohol for certain purposes this denaturing
formula shall be used, and it is embodied in the act,

Mr. BARKLEY. Has there been action under any regulation
changing that formula after alcohol was denatured under a
certain process and it was found that it could be redistilled
into a different quality? Upon the discovery of that fact under
some regulation was there provided a different formula which
has brought about the condition to which the Senator refers?
In other words, is the formula to which he refers as having
been enacted by Congress so rigid and inflexible that the de-
partment has followed it precisely or has it been able to modify
it by regulation?

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not think any formula has been pre-
seribed by Congress. It is a regulation of the department.

Mr. TYDINGS. I will say to the Senator if he will read
my amendment he will find I am proposing to amend the exist-
ing law by striking out the words “ methyl alcohol or other.”
Methyl alecohol will kill one who drinks if. There is a physician
in the Chamber, and I think he can bear testimony to the fact
that methyl alcohol is deadly and will kill anybody who drinks
it. I can not conceive that the Senate of the United States
wants to contend that the death penalty shall be imposed on a
man who violates the prohibition law without arrest, without
trial, without having been confronted with the witnesses against
him, without having had his day in court.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point? ,

The PRESIDING OFFICHER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. TYDINGS. I will yield in a moment. A comparable
situation would be this: The law provides that in the District
of Columbia the speed limit shall be such a rate; that is pro-
vided by national law. If then there should be contrived
some kind of a mechanical apparatus which, when a man sped
at the rate of 50 miles per hour, the law permitting him to go
only 30 miles per hour, would automatically explode and blow
his head off, we should have an equivalent situation. Now I
yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if I understand the formula
referred fo by the Senator from Maryland, it is a formula for
the denaturing of alcohol used for industrial purposes?

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BARELEY. And not as a beverage?

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true.

Mr. BARELEY. I imagine that the larger quantity of alco-
hol which is consumed as a beverage is not manufactured under
any Government formula, but that it is manufactured illegally
under some private formula which may be used by those who
engage in the illicit manufacture of ligquor,

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will let me interrupt him
there, in testifying before the committee, Commissioner Doran
said that from five to fifteen million gallons of industrial alcohol
were illegally diverted annually for beverage purposes. That
is a sufficient quantity to make 30,000,000 gallons of liquor.
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That is a pretty considerable quantity to be consumed by the
American people.

Mr. BARELEY. I should like to ask the Senator whether
the formula provided in the act for the making of industrial
aleohol is a proper and suitable formula for the production of
aleohol for that purpose?

Mr. TYDINGS. It is.

Mr. BARKLEY. So, what the Senator is undertaking to do
is to change the formula so that the alcohol will also be suitable
for beverage purposes in addition to its suitability for the in-
dustrial purposes for which it is now used?

Mr, TYDINGS. I am sorry the Senator said that, for it is
not irue.

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not express my own meaning very well.
I do not attribute to the Senator any ulterior motive. I am
saying that the effect would be to make the alcohol potable.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is not true. I have provided in the
amendment that other ingredients may be unsed which I under-
stand—and I say this advisedly—were suggested by the Amer-
ican Medical Society, which, of course, is composed of physicians
of the country. The other materials which the amendment
would permit to be used would make the alcohol nauseating to
anyone who would drink it, so that liquor containing such
ingredients would not stay on the stomach and would make the
imbiber temporarily ill, but it would not kill him. The amend-
ment provides:

The terms ‘‘denaturing material ™ and “ denaturing materials,” as
used in such sectioms in such acts, shall mean only pyridine, malachite
green, or diethylphthalate.

Those ingredients may be placed in the aleohol in order to
make it taste bad, to make it nauseating, to cause temporary
illness, but not to cause death.

The only reason I suggest these ingredients is that I realize
the Senate probably would not strike out all of the denaturing
provisions unless something else were provided, and I have pro-
vided for all of the ingredients which the American Medieal
Society says can be used to make alcohol taste bad, to make it
undesirable, without visiting upon one who might use it illegally
for beverage purpose the extreme penalty of death.

Mr. BARKLEY. But the thing that concerns me is the broad
question of whether, after all, in spite of anything that may
have been done heretofore, Congress is really qualified to pre-
seribe a proper formula for the manufacture of industrial alco-
hol. We all know that that is a chemical scientific subject upon
which most of us are ignorant ; I confess my ignorance as to any
gort of proper formula for the manufacture of any kind of
liquor, or any other chemical, so far as that goes. I am wonder-
ing whether, admitting for the sake of the argument what the
Senator says about the death-produecing quality of the aleohol
manufactured under the formula now provided, whether it is
not, after all, a matter that ought to be left to those who have
expert knowledge on the subject rather than for Congress to
prescribe a formula,

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not propose that Congress shall prescribe
any formula, may I say to the Benator, but I do exactly what
he suggests; the amendment proposed by me simply provides
that—

The terms * denaturing material” and * denaturing materials" as
used in such sections and in such acts, shall mean only pyridine,
malachite green, or diethylpthalate.

And further that the words “methyl aleohol or other” poi-
gons shall be eliminated from the provisions of the act which is
now in existence.

It may be that, after a hearing, perhaps there might be some
modification of the language I have employed and of the act
which would then be promulgated; but may I say to the Sen-
ator that it is much better to make sure of eliminating this
poisonous formula in connection with the manufacture of the
alcohol than it is to leave it to conjecture. That is what I am
attempting to do, and so I seek to strike out the words “ methyl
aleohol or other.” 3

Methyl aleohol is alcohol which has been rendered poisonous,
and it will kill anybody who drinks any considerable guantity
of it. In the meantime the vietim may go blind. We do not
want the Senate of the United States or the Congress of the
United States to be responsible for such conditions, There are
plenty of ways we can prevent the sale and use of industrial
aleohol illegally to illicit concerns or for unlawful uses without
providing that the death penalty shall be inflicted in case of
such unlawful use.

Mr. BARKLEY. Is the condition with reference to methyl
aleohol one that has been brought about since the adoption of
prohibition or did it exist prior to that time? Methyl alcohol
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has always been methyl alcohol, and its quality has not been
changed, as I understand, by the adoption of the prohibition law.

Mr. TYDINGS. There was comparatively little industrial
alcohol manufactured until the war came along, when alcohol
was used for a great many purposes. In 1920 the demand for
it for legitimate purposes increased tremendously. The act was
first passed on June 7, 1906, at which time all industrial alcohol
had to be made with methyl alcohol in it. There was no need
to change that aet, because there was plenty of other alcohol
available prior to 1920; but since 1920 the deaths from alcohol
poisoning have increased each year, and therefore the time has
now come when we are confronted with a situation which did
not exist in 1006 when the act was originally passed.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have ynderstood that there have always
been certain types of alcohol which were poisonous; long be-
fore either of us was ever elected to Congress or before we
probably had conceived the ambition to come here, there was
poisonous aleohol which would kill a man if he drank it in
any large quantities, Is the Senator able to tell us whether
alcohol manufactured for industrial purposes under the changed
formula he proposes would serve the purposes of industry as
well as methyl alcohol, which the Senator is now undertaking to
eliminate so as not to make the product poisonous?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; I think so.

Mr, BARKLEY. In other words, does the Senator's amend-
ment seek to protect everybody who may consume poisonous
alcohol from the effects of the poison?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. No matter what the conditions may be
under which he may consume it? So that hereafter——

Mr. TYDINCS. Let me answer the Senator’s guestion.

Mr. BARKLEY. So that hereafter there will be no more
poisonous aleohol manufactured?

Mr. TYDINGS, The Senator has asked two or three ques-
tions, and if he will permit me I will try to answer him. In
the first place, there is no need of using methyl alcohol except
to keep industrial alcohol from going into illicit channels.
Originally an alcohol was manufactured that could be used for
beverage purposes. Therefore the purpose of putting methyl
aleohol into industrial alecohol was to render it noncompetitive
with other alecohols which were used for beverage purposes.
The elimination of the formula now in existence and the sub-
stitution of the formula proposed by my amendmeat, I am ad-
vised, will not interfere with any legitimate business. It will
not make any difference. The poisonous ingredient was simply
put in the alcehol originally to make it nonpotable. Therefore
all that will be done will be to render it very unpalatable and
unpleasant to one who may happen to drink if, but it will not
kill him. I repeat, ali I am attempting to do by this amend-
ment is to prevent the use of a formula which will cause death
to him who drinks alechol which has been thus treated with the
poisonous ingredient.

Mr, BARKLEY. So that hereafter there will be no poisonous
alcohol in existence if the Senator’'s amendment should be
adopted?

Mr. TYDINGS., Yes; there would be. All alcohol, whether
it is treated or not, is poisonous if drunk to excess. A man
may drink perfectly good whisky, but if he drinks a sufficient
quantity of it he will get alcohol poisoning, just as he may
get ptomaine poisoning from spoiled food. The point is that
the alcohol now manufactured under law and Government
regulation is poisonous regardless of how much of it may
be consumed. What I have attempted to do, I will say again,
is to eliminate that condition and substitute language which will
insure that the aleohol will not be potable, that it will not be
enjoyable, that it will not be desirable as a beverage, but it
will not be rendered so poisonous that it will kill a man who
may illegally drink it.

Mr. BARKLEY. It will increase illness, though.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 yield.

Mr, TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I am rather in sympathy
with the idea that we should eliminate poisons that would take
the life of a human being and substitute these other prepara-
tions which the Senator says would nauseate them, make them
very sick, and so forth, but would spare their lives. I have
been rather struck, however, with the situation with regard to
why it was that poison was so long permitted to be placed in
this characfer of aleohol. It rather strikes me that as long as
this poisoned aleohol was competitive with the liguor business
it was all right to have it poisonous and to have it so that it
would kill somebody if he drank it; but now, since it is a ques-
tion of coming in competition with the bootlegger and his liquor




1930

poisoned with potash, and so forth, we think we ought to elimi-
nate it.

I do not know that it ought ever to have been allowed to have
this aleohol so poisonous that it would kill a person——

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. TRAMMELL. But I think it ought to be doctored in
some way so as not to make it a beverage. I do not want to
doctor it so as to make it a beverage and cause people to be
drinking it, but I do not think we ought to kill people with it.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have attempted to do exactly what the
Senator expresses to be his own thought on the question—that
is, to eliminate the extent of the doctoring of this alcohol which
would bring about death—and to substitute therefor something
that would make it undesirable, not potable, but at the same
time would not kill the person who imbibed it.

May I suggest to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Heprrr], who has the bill in charge, that if this amendment is
adopted, naturally the bill will go to conference. There will be
plenty of opportunity then, and I should be glad to submit to
the Senator and to the conferees evidence from reliable authori-
ties to sustain the proposition ds I have presented it. If it is as
I visualize it, then certainly the amendment ought to be in the
bill. If it is not as I visualize it, then the Senator can drop it
in conference and eliminate it and pass his bill without this
provision therein. All I should like to have is the opportunity,
if it is incorporated in the bill and does go to conference, to' fur-
nish the Senator and the other conferees with the information
upon which my argument is based.

I can not believe that the Senate, upon sober reflection, know-
ing the extent to which illicit liguor is now being sold in this
country, will want to put into industrial aleohol certain in-
gredients which will kill not those who sell it but the people
who buy it.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. TYDINGS. I do.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator any proof that anyone
was ever killed by the use of this material?

Mr. TYDINGS. I made a talk here on the 1st day of April
which lasted nearly three hours, in which time I read from
the life-insurance tables of the Metropolitan Life Insurance
Co.; and there was a great deal of information in their sum-
mary of the year's activity to show that a number of people had
died from aleoholic poisoning.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, I can understand that they died
from alcoholie poisoning ; but I was wondering if there was any
evidence to sustain the statement which I understand the Sen-
ator makes that it was due to the mixture that has been put
into denatured aleohol. I do not recall any such cases, I do
not know whether there are such cases or not.

Mr. TYDINGS. There is just this much that can be, I think,
accepted without argument: The medical profession says that
the formula now being injected into industrial aleohol will kill
the person who drinks it. The question is, Shall we continue to
compel industrial aleohol to be made in accordance with that
formula, or shall we eliminate it and substitute something else
which will not cause death?

That is the whole guestion involved here.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland
vield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; I yield.

Mr. BLACK. I am interested in the question asked by the
Senator from Tennessee. The Senator from Maryland states
that the medical profession have said that this mixture will
kill. Did the Senator present that evidence in his speech?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I have it in my office, and I am very
sorry I did not bring it over; but may I say to the Senator
from Alabama that some time ago a Member of another body,
who happens to be a physician and a fellow in the American
Society of Surgeons, 1 believe, made quite a long and carefully
prepared address on this very subject. It was debated in an-
other body for several days. I have read over some of that
debate ; and if the Senator will do likewise, if he has the oppor-
tunity, he will find that Mr. SmovicH offered any number of
aunthentic proofs supporting his amendment and supporting the
proposition that methyl aleohol as contained in the old act of
1006 is deadly, and he attempted at that time to have that
stricken out and to have other ingredients substituted therefor.
Perhaps the Senator will recall, as I am talking, that contest
which took place about two months ago, There was a consider-
able vote in the House of Representatives in support of the
amendment offered there. However, there was not a sufficient
vote to eliminate the old provision in the law.
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I have said all I care to say, unless there are some more
questions on the matter. However, may I conclude by pointing
out again that if this matter is not as represented, there is an
opportunity in conference to take it out of the new act. If it is
as I represent it to be—and I shall certainly try to offer ade-
quate proof to that effect—then it should be retained in the law.
Therefore I hope the Senate will vote to adopt the amendment
which I have offered.

I can not believe that even my genial friend from Texas
[Mr. SuaEPPARD], the author of the eighteenth amendment, being
sincerely for it, as I know he is, would want to go to the extent
of placing in this alcohol an ingredient which would kill the
person who Imbibed it, If it is not placed in there for that
purpose, why is it placed in there? The clear irtent at the
time the act was passed was to make industrial aleohol poison-
ous, so that no one would drink it; and, of course, when there
was plenty of ligunor and very few bootleggers there was not
the demand for industrial aleohol that there is now. The real
tragedy to-day is that lots of this industrial alcohol finds its
way into very beautiful brown bottles with very beautiful corks
and caps and very handsome labels, and almost any person
who has a few male and female friends might accidentally buy
one of those bottles, thinking he had only a pint of good liquor
or a quart of good liguor, and wake up, if he or she ever did at
all, to find out that he or she had not bought that kind of
liguor after all.

I do not think the Senate of the United States wants to go that
far, I do not believe anybody here does; and if my argument
is not based upon facts this amendment can be eliminated in
conference. I hope at least we will get a record roll-call vote
on it, so that every Senator may have a chance to state clearly
just where he stands.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, the answer to the argument
of the Senator from Maryland is very simple.

It has been demonstrated time and time again that the
amount of poisonous matter put in this aleohol to be used for
industrial purposes is not sufficient to kill. It is put in in the
proportion of about 2 or 3 parts of methyl aleohol to 97 parts
of ethyl alecohol. It has never killed, taken in that proportion,
and never will kill,

Every wet country in the world to-day is using this formula.
If people in such countries withdraw alcohol for industrial
purposes, tax free, the same denaturing element is put in. It
was used in this country before the eighteenth amendment
became effective, It was put in not to kill, not to injure, but
becanse it is the only ingredient that can effectually perform
the purpose in view—that is, to make the industrial alcohol so
nauseous to those who may endeavor to drink it that they will
not drink it, and, furthermore, because it is the only ingre-
dient that is carried over when the bootlegger attempts to
redistill industrial alcohol into the illegal article. They have
never yet found another ingredient which is so difficult to
remove by the bootlegger.

It was not put in to kill. It was put in because it rendered
the stuff nauseating, and because it was more difficult to remove
than any other element, I repeat that it was not put in in
sufficient guantities to kill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator know of any deaths that
have occurred from the use of this particular ingredient?

Mr, SHEPPARD. The wet propaganda puts forth the claim
that it kills; but it was not the methyl alcohol in the industrial
alcohol that killed. They were cases of chronie alcoholism and
prolonged debauches in the ordinary liquor. That is the real
truth of the matter.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. Will it kill if used in greater quantity than
the Senator pointed out?

Mr. SHEPPARD. Methyl alcohol is a poison which can be
taken in sufficient quantities fo kill.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then the Senator does admit, of course, that
it is a poison?

Mr. SHEPPARD. Certainly. I said the poisonous matter
in this alcohol was put in for the purposes I indicated, and not
to kill anybody. The Senator reiterated here that it was put
in to kill.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am not quarreling with the Senator.

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Senator said it was put in to kill, and
that is not true.

Mr. TYDINGS. I want to ask the Senator a guestion, just
to elicit what he thinks about it. I understood him to say that
the methyl alcohol is poisonous, and that, if put in in sufficient
quantity——
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Mr. SHEPPARD. All alcohol is poisonous. As the Senator
said before, if a man drinks ethyl alcohol in sufficient quanti-
ties it will kill.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator pointed out that there were so
many parts of this ingredient put into so many parts of indus-
trial aleohol. Is that correct?

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true.

Mr. TYDINGS. And the Senator said that, used in that
preportion, it would not kill.

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is very true.

Mr. TYDINGS. And the Senator said that the ingredient
put in was poisonous. That is true; is it not?

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is very true.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am asking the Senator now, since he knows
the proportion, how much of it would have to be put, in alechol
to make it deadly?

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not know exactly.

Mr. TYDINGS. How much did the Senator say was put in
under the present formula—how many parts?

Mr. SHEPPARD. Not over 4 parts; from 2 to 4 parts of
methyl to 96 or 97 parts of ethyl. To be exact, the usual
proportion is 4 parts methyl to 96 parts ethyl

Mr. TYDINGS. How is it mixed? Is it measured, each
guart, or iz it run through pipes in a general proportion? Is
it not a matter of fact that in all these large industrial-alcohol
plants the poison, the methyl, and the pure industrial alecohol
are not mixed separately—that is, by quarts—but that huge
amounts are shot into the vats at the same time and stirred
about?

Mr. SHEPPARD. 1 know that is done under the most care-
ful and scientific supervision.

Mr, TYDINGS. Yes. The point I make is that it is made
in large quantities; and the very faet that the Senator admits
that the ingredient shot in is poisonous, a deadly poison if
used in sufficient quantities, takes away 90 per cent of his con-
tention that it should not be put in here, because we all know
that if it is partly poisonous it is injurious to the human system
to an extent that is dangerous.

Mr, SHEPPARD. Not in that proportion.

Mr. TYDINGS. Oh, yes, it is.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Not in that amount; not in that pro-
portion.

Mr. TYDINGS. A 6-year-old child knows that if half a
glass of a certain thing will kill you, a gquarter of a glass of
that certain thing will do you a whole lot of harm, and no
one can deny it. Of course, you can not go out after a man
is dead, quite often, and ask him whether he died from drink-
ing industrial aleohol, or whether he died from heart disease,
or what not. The fact is that the Government of the United
States, driven by fanatics who have no regard for human life
in the furtherance of this one law advocate the death penalty
for doing no greater thing than drinking a pint of liguor—my
God!—in the twentieth century, in the Senate of the Uniteg
States, in the United States of America!l

I do not care whether it kills or not, to concede what the
Senator says. I say that if drinking a reasonable proportion
of it causes death, if you drink a moderate portion of it the
human body is subjected to an affliction which no intelligent
lawmaking body is going to foist upon a man who may violate
that law.

I know I probably will be defeated in this endeavor. My
little attempt to change the law will be looked upon as wet
propaganda. I realize that you dare not strike out a comma of
the sacrosanct Volstead Act, because it came from God, we
learned in the lobby committee the other day, was translated
through the giant and spiritual brain of Wayne B. Wheeler to
the puppets who carried it into effect, who, in my judgment,
sold their manhood for a mess of pottage, and no less. It has
brought about crime and corruption over this country that
should sicken and disgust any citizen with an ounce of
patriotism or a bit of reverence for a past so wonderful as that
the United States has had.

I know this proposal will probably fail, because the Senator
from Texas is the spokesman for those who believe in the
national prohibition. He is the author of the eighteenth amend-
ment, and, my God, Senators, dare we run up against these men
who sit on yonder hill and tell us free, independent, noble
American Senators how we shall vote? Perchance, if we do not
vote in accordance with the ediet which comes from the bishop
on yonder hill, look out, because you will lose your seats. That
is the present situation in the United States of America.

I am a little disappointed to find my good friend the Senator
from Texas, as sincerely as he believes in national prohibition,
rising in opposition to an amendment which seeks to do nothing
more nor less than to take a poison ingredient out of indus-
trial alecohol. I say I am disappointed. I do not question
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his integrity or his freedom of thought in the matter, but I
had hoped that at least we could lay the wet and dry issue
of this argument aside and look at the real truth involved in
this question. The Senator has admitted that the ingredient is
poison, he has admitted that if enough of it is put into indus-
trial alcohol it will kill, and certainly if less than enough to
i:niil is put in, there is enough to do the human body serious
ury.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, has the Senator overlooked the
fact that there is no poison in embassy whisky?

Mr. TYDINGS. Oh, no. Senators, there is nothing more I
can contribute to this subject. I have been over it pretty thor-
oughly. I would like to have this amendment adopted. If any-
body questions the authenticity or truthfulness of any state-
ment I have made, when the measure goes to conference, the
conferees can be shown that I did not know what I was talking
about ; they can eliminate the amendment in conference. But in
the absence of any proof to the contrary, I think it is up to this
body, representing the last forum of human discussion in the
United States, to remove this poison provision from the law, and
let the alcohol hereafter be made in pursuance of some formula
which will not be deadly, which will make the alecohol nauseat-
ing, sickening, perhaps make it undesirable, but certainly not
so that it will kill.

There have been murders enough and slaunghtering enough on
the public highways, there have been violations of human rights,
there has been double jeopardy, almost every right has been
taken away, in the mad pursuit of national prohibition, for
which men once fought and died. There has been demand for
excessive bail, there has been double jeopardy, trial in the na-
tional courts and in the State courts for the same incident, con-
fiseation of property, searches without warrants by men in
civilian clothes. You can not tell whether they are high-jack-
ers, bootleggers, highwaymen, or Federal officers.

Mark you, not all the drunkenness is on the side of those who
drink liquor. The people who are in favor of national prohibi-
tion are drunk with power, and it is going to be their undoing.
They started out in 1920 with the people of this country firmly
behind national prohibition, but they have been so intolerant, so
shortsighted, so narrow, so great has been their desire to put
over this proposition, that they swept aside every human and
humanitarian consideration. The reason sentiment in this coun-
try is changing—and it is changing—is not because they could
not have gotten what they started out to get but because they
have been drunk with power, they have not seen any signposts
;rit;u:]r‘l them pointing to the fact that they have been making a

take.

Leave it in! Let them die! Thank God, when I sleep to-
night the blood of other people will not be upon my hands.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, President; I am not willing to agree to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Maryland. In
the first place, it has no place in this bill. This is essentially
a transfer bill; in other words, a bill to transfer the enforce-
ment of the prohibition law from the Treasury Department to
the Attorney General. Moreover, there has been no considera-
tion of the amendment during the time when this bill has been
before the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an
interruption?

Mr. HEBERT. Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. I know the Senator recalls that in the bill
there is a provision for the seizure and sale of motor vehicles.

Mr. HEBERT. That is true; but that has no reference to
the enforcement of prohibition.

Mr. TYDINGS. What has it reference to?

Mr. HEBERT. Confiscation.

Mr. TYDINGS. If it has no reference to the enforcement of
prohibition, certainly my amendment has more reference to the
enforcement of prohibition than the one the Senator mentions,

Mr. HEBERT. Moreover, the Committee on the Judiciary
has not had under consideration any phase of this pending
amendment. I know that it has merit. I can assure the Sena-
tor that, so far as I am concerned, I should be glad to give it
my best consideration, and.I am authorized by the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary [Mr. Norris] to say that if the
Senator will present a bill to carry out the purposes set out in
his amendment pending here he will bring it to the attention
of the Committee on the Judiciary the day aftér it is introduced
and will appoint a subcommittee forthwith to give it considera-
tion.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I appreciate the Senator’s
genuineness and I appreciate the fact that he is offering a
method by which this can be incorporated into law. But I also
appreciate the fact that there was a resolution introduced for an
investigation of the Prohibition Department about two months
ago, and because certain dry people, it has been said, do not
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wish to have the bureau investigated, notwithstanding it lit-
erally reeks with corruption, as we all know, there it stays; you
conld not budge it out of the committee with a 16-inch gun.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on.agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typines].

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll

Mr. BRATTON (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourp], but I under-
stand that if present he would vote as 1 intend to vote, and I
am therefore at liberty to vote. I vote * nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BLEASE. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. Not knowing how he would vote,
I withhold my vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
" yea.ﬂ

Mr. WATSON. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Smrte], which I transfer teo the junior
Senator from Maine [Mr. Gourn], and vote * nay.”

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gruxpy] with the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ;

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs] with the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. Kixa];

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Keves] with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway]; and

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Kean] with the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HerLIN].

I am not advised as to how any of these Senators would vote
on this guestion.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I desire to announece that the junior Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] is necessarily detained on
official business.

The result was announced—yeas 19, nays 54, as follows:

YEAS—19
Bingham Glenn Patterson Tydings
Blaine Hawes Phipps Wagner
Broussard Johnson Ransdell Walsh, Mass.
Copeland Kendrick Reed Wheeler
Couzens La Follette Sullivan

NAYS—54
Allen Frazier McKellar Simmons
Ashurst George McMaster Steiwer
Balird Gillett MceNar, Swanson
Barkley Glass Meteal Thomas, Idaho
Black Goldsborough Norris Thomas, Okla
Borah Greene Oddie Townsend
Bration Hale Overman Trammell
Brock Harris Pine Vandenberg
Capper Harrison Robinson, Ark. alcott
Connally Hatfleld Robinson, Ind. Walsh, Mont.
Dale Hebert Robsion, Ky. ‘Waterman
Denecen Howell Schall Watson
il ones Sheppard
Fess MeCulloch Bhortridge

NOT VOTING—23

Blease Gould Keyes Shiimtend
Brookhart Grundy ing Smith
Carawny Hastings Moses Smoot
Cutting Hayden Norbeck Steck
Fletcher Heflin Nye Stephens
Goff Kean Pittman

8o Mr. Tyminags's amendment was rejected.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to have the
attention for just a moment of the Senator in charge of the bill.
I want to say to the Senator that of course I am very heartily
in favor of the bill which he has in charge, but there are one
or two points to which I wish to invite his attention.

Under the present law attorneys employed by the Prohibition
Bureau are under civil service. If the Senator will look at
page 2, line 5, of the bill, he will find a statement taking attor-
neys from under the civil service, as follows:

The Attorney General is authorized to appoint, without regard to
the civil service laws, an assistant director of prohibition—

That is absolutely all right, and should be done; but the bill
proceeds—
and such attorneys as he deems necessary.

It seems to me that ought to be stricken out, and the provision
should be made to read:

And, in accordance with the competitive provisions of the elvil service
. laws, such attorneys and such other officers and employees as he deems
necessary.

Then, if the Senator will turn to page 3, line 8, I eall his atten-
tion to the words:

But such attorneys shall not be subject to the provisions of the eivil
service laws., -
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I think a blanket provision that the Attorney General shall
have the right to employ such attorneys without regard to the
civil serviece provisions such as we now have in the law is not
proper and should not be enacted into law.

I am wondering if the Senator will not agree to an amend-
ment striking out, on page 2, line 5, the words “and such
attorneys as he deems necessary ” and inserting the words “ and
such attorneys™ in line 7 affer the word “laws,” and on
page 3, lines 8 and 9, striking out the words “but such attor-
neys shall not be subject to the provisions of the civil seryice
laws.” I think the present law about selecting attorneys from
lists furnished by the Civil Service Commission is right and
proper and should be adhered to. I do not believe there ought
to be any weakening of the civil service law.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, that is not the law now.
The Attorney General is permitted to appoint attorneys without
regard to the civil service law, and he did not want any
provision of that kind put in this bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. While it is not the law as it relates to the
Attorney General's department now so far as the Assistant At-
torneys General are concerned, it is the law as it relates to the
Treasury Department that these men shall be selected under
civil service. It seems to me it would weaken the law very
much to give the Attorney General the power to appoint any
attorneys that he might please without regard to civil-service
rules as provided under the present law. I think that an attor-
ney who can not stand the civil-service examination ought not to
be appointed by the department. That is my judgment.

Mr. BORAH. He might be able to stand the civil-service ex-
amination, but know nothing about the law.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; that is possible. On the other hand,
there are a great many men appointed who I think could not
stand the eivil-service examination. So it works both ways.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, in answer to the question pro-
pounded by the Senator from Tennessee, I may say that the com-
mittee gave full consideration to the proposal to bring the at-
torneys to be transferred under civil-service rules in the De-
partment of Justice. We reached the conclusion that inasmuch
as none of the attorneys now employed in the Department of
Justice are under civil service it would be anomalous to have
a part of them so employed and a part otherwise employed. Be-
sides, again, we felt that the Attorney General should have a
free hand to choose those attorneys whom he considers best able
to do the work intrusted to them in the way of enforcement of
the prohibition law. We do not want to interfere with it in any
way. It was at his request that that provision was inserted in
the bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am not going to offer the
amendment. I am content with having presented the matter to
the Senate. I think it is a great mistake that is probably being
made in removing the civil-service requirements. However, I
am so much in hopes that the Attorney General will enforee the
liguor laws better than they have been enforced in the past that
I am constrained to proceed on the theory of giving him a free
hand so that he ean not say of the Congress that we have not
done everything he wanted in order to give him an opportunity
to enforce the law. I believe the Attorney General ean enforce
the laws if he undertakes to do it, so I am not going to offer
the amendment.

Mr, JONES. Mr. President, I know of no one who is better
qualified in my judgment to speak as to the effect of prohibition
than Evangeline Booth, head of the Salvation Army in America,
There appeared in the New York Times last Sunday an ap-
praisal of prohibition by this splendid woman. I ask that it
may be inserted in the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The article is as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sunday, May 11, 1930]

THE SALVATION ARMY APPRAISES PROHIBITION—ON THE Basis oF Re-
PORTS FroM Various CiTies, COMMANDER BoorTH PICTURES THE
CHANGES BROUGHT BY THE AMENDMENT AND DECLARES THE Law Is
HERE T0 STAY

(The following article by the commander of the Salvation Army in
America is an interesting contribution to the prohibition debate. It is
based on reports sent to New York headquarters by officers of the Salva-
tlon Army stationed in various parts of the country.)

By Evangeline Booth

BSince my early girlhood 1 have lived in order to combat the grave
evils arising out of the liguor traffic. Hundreds of times 1 have sung
and prayed in the actual bars of the public houses in London, whiie

the sale of beer and spirits was proceeding. I have made my home in
the underworld and engaged in the pitlable industries of the sweatshop;
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taken my place among the vendors of flowers and match boxes and with
the street singers collecting their pennies from the passers-by.

My experience of this problem is thus at first hand and, beginning in
Great Britain, it has continued on the Continent of Europe, in Canada
and the Klondike, while in the United States I am completing 25 years
of service, during which period I have been able to observe the situation,
both before and after the eighteenth amendment came into force.

With our officers I am in constant touch, and our trained workers,
holding strategic positions, send me periodical reports of their observa-
tions. Theirs is an experience by no means confined to the poor.
Among the most saddening tragedies with which the Salvation Army
has to deal there must be included the wrecked lives of the so-called
rich.

OPPOSITION TO LIQUOR TRAFFIC

The Salvatlon Army stands wholly outside politics and controversy
and is well aware that its support of prohibition is not approved by
many friendly newspapers and generous contributors. With great re-
spect to those who differ from us, we are bound, at whatever cost in
popularity, to say plainly that it would be impossible for us to carry on
our work except in direct oppesition to the liguor traffic in all its forms.
Our officers and soldiers and even recrnits can not belong to the army
except on the basis of strict personal abstinence.

My father, William Booth, founder and first general of the SBalvation
Army, was so impressed by the actualities of alcobolism that, despite
his Methodist affiliations, he discontinued the communion service, usually
administered in the Christian church, thereby laying himself and the
army open to controversy and criticism,

In the use of beverages other than water, fermentation was never an
esgential, and to-day it is to an Increasing extent eliminated. Tea,
coffee, cocoa, served hot, with many cooling drinks derived from fruits,
have been developed as an alternative to wine, beer, and spirits, and
fulfill the legitimate purpose of what formerly was intoxicating liguor
of varying strength.

There is an unanswerable case for abstinence. There are the vital
statistics of insurance companies. There are the records of hospitals
where patients, abstaining and nonabstaining, submit to surgical treat-
ment. In major operations it is admitted that a patient without
alcohol in his system enjoys an advantage. There are strict rules im-
posed on athletes in training. But, more significant than all these, is
the policy pursued by organized industry, in which, as the United
States Steel Corporation has put it, * The last man bhired, the first man
fired " is “the man who drinks.”

The subdivided processes essential to mass production, in which the
strength of the human chain is no stronger than its least sober link,
the increased speed and variety of locomotion at sea, in the air, and
along the highroad, the insistence on personal reliability in banks and
offices—all this has necessitated in the United States an enrollment of
abstinent workers. It means that the efficiency of the individual, when
subjected to many varied tests, responds most readily and most reliably
to a diet from which aleohol is excluded.

DIFFICULTY OF RESTRAINT

Erring men and women have not found it possible to observe restraint
in the use of alcohol, and, in all countries, at all times, the liguor in-
terests, public and private, have seen to it that restraint is made as
difficult as possible, The result is that wherever alcohol is used at all,
it is widely abused.

Few are the families of moderate drinkers which do not include, or
have not included among the kin, direct or nearly collateral, some
tragic skeleton of the cellar. There is,-after all, a sharp distinetion to
be drawn between material indulgences, like tobacco on the one hand
and drink and drogs on the other hand, and the snggestion that a
limitation of drink stimulates the demand for drugs is directly con-
trary to our experience in the army. Drugs and drink are allies, and
a blow at the one is a blow at the other,

As a result of an unexampled wave of prosperity, due in no small
measure to prohibition, many families, not long ago reckoned among
the poor, have become comparatively and actually rich. It is thus a
curious and ironical fact that in the very homes which owe much of
their afluence directly to the economic results of the eighteenth amend-
ment, there has been a tendency to discard the one restraint of which
that affluence is the result.

The nouveaux wets, as they go over the top into the barbed-wire
entanglements of what in the United States should be the no man’s and
no woman’s land of a deliberate disobedience to the law, are like the
soldiers at the outset of a war. They think a good deal more of the
bands playing and of the flags flying than of the casualties which will
follow. It is the casualties that come to the Salvation Army—the boy
whose name is no longer mentioned, the girl whose name is known only
to herself.

“ BRAVADO " OF THE COCETAIL

Drinking in woealthy homes did not begin with prohibition; on the
contrary, it was so usual before prohibition as to arouse no comment.
To-day that drinking, even where it continues, is restricted. Many a
cocktail is served, and on special occasions only, less as booze than as
bravado. Many a glass had become little more than a gesture. The
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orgies described in cheap fiction, the bacchanals staged for the movies,
the cheap jests and insulting cartoons which are showered on the drys
are merely symptoms that an anclent and world-wide evil dies hard.

If, however, it had been the fact, which we deny, that prohibition is
a social failure, we would reply that what is here meant by the word
“society,” and especially society in eertain fashionable areas, does not
congtitute the Nation, but only a small proportion of the Natlon, at most
one-tenth, The real question is what has happened to the nine-tenths,
and here the evidence of the Salvation Army is, we submit, direct and
unchallengeable,

In New York before prohibition the Salvation Army would ecollect
1,200 to 1,300 drunkards in a single night and seek to reclaim them.
Prohibition immediately reduced this gathering to 400, and the propor-
tion of actually intoxicated persons on the day selected from 19 out of
20 to no more than 7 in all. In fact, this method of evangelism
yielded so few results that we gave it up.

Our report from the Bowery is that drinking in that difficult area has
dropped 60 per cent—that is, to less than half what it was. In 1920,
the first year of prohibition, the Salvation Army took charge of the
Bowery Hotel. Every night, and especially on Saturday night, men had
to be ejected for creating disturbances, and owing to intoxication of the
occupants, the bed linen was often left in a filthy condition. But to-day
in our Memorial Hotel, where we house 4,800 men a week, we do not
have more than 4 or 5 cases of intoxication, or 1 in 1,000,

In the Chicago Daily News of April 1 and 2, 1929, interviews were
published with our officers serving in that city. For No. 1 industrial
home, with 120 men, Sunday was selected as a test day because it imme-
diately follows Saturday night. On one Sunday there were two drunks,
and on the pext none at all. This record compares with 50 per cent
of drunks 10 years ago and 25 per cent of drunks 4 years ago.

In Chicago it happened that our Palace Hotel was subjected to an
unforeseen and entirely impartial test. There had been a report of
smallpox in the city, and all the men in the hotel, about 500, were
vaccinated on the nights of January 10 and January 11 by an in-
dependent physician. Not one of the men was found to be under the
influence of liquor.

It would be merely monotonous if I were to quote exactly similar
reports from other cities. Enough to say that evidence emanating
from Jersey City, New Haven, Wheeling, Hariford, Boston, Columbus,
Altoona, Brooklyn, Philadelphia, Blrmingham, Jacksonville, Portland,
Me., Cleveland, Syracuse, Newark, Buffalo, Louisville, and many other
centers of population justify the statement that among those who live
by basie labor, prohibition has eliminated the worst evils previously
originating from drink. -

The reason is economic. These men can not afford to pay for re-
liable liguor at 73 cents a drink, and in any event reliable liquor is more
difficult to obtain. It has been said that in the evasion of the eight-
centh amendment there is one law for the rich and another for the
poor. The position of the Salvation Army is that drink is not a bless-
ing of which prohibition deprives citizens who are entitled to it. We
regard drink as a danger from which the citizen and his home have
been wisely defended.

The statement that indulgence in ligmor and consequent evasion of
the eighteenth amendment vary inversely as the wealth of the families
involved means that the mass of the Nation engaged upon the produec-
tion and ption of e dities is not to be held responsible for
the bootlegging, the rum running and the disobedience to law which
have been so widely advertised for the purpose of discrediting a benefi-
cent measure of reform. One of our commissioners writes:

“If some young men and young women are learning to drink, it is
largely due to the fact that on the stage, in newspapers, at service
clubs nearly every one of the favorite jokes is prohibition. Bome sup-
posedly decent citizens, and young fellows that want to be red-blooded,
are ashamed to be opposed to liquor; and the downfall and blood of
many a young man that becomes lost will be upon the skirts not of the
rageed drunkard but of the well-dressed drunkard of means.'

Our officers, in their reports, are fully conscious that evasion is a
serious offense against the public interest. But they deny point-blank
that such evasion, even where it is most prevalent, has destroyed the
broader values of the law evaded. * If,” asks one of our officers at
Worcester, Mass., “ prohibitlon at its worst has improved conditions to
the extent that is seen, what would it be if we had a perfect enforce-
ment of the Volstead Act?

Doubtless it is deplorable that poisonous substitutes should be avail-
able in places, but the very tragedies of death and blindness, resulting
from this consumption, have proved to be a stern deterrent, demon-
strating to the men themselves that it is not worth while to take
risks. 'The occasional spectacle of some man overcome by these per-
nicious liquors, creates, rightly, an unfortunate impression, but it
must be remembered that the reason why many of such victims suc-
cnmb to a single glass of hard liquor is that regular drinking has
ceased to be their habit. "

While poisonous liguor is * burning out"™ those who are so foolish
as to surrender to it, there is arising a new generation, essentially
different from the European immigrants who have brought with them
their taste for liquor—a new generation which, in the main, will have
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no liguor in its blood. Of Cincinnati and Jersey City, an officer,
familiar with both places, writes:

“ Prior to prohibition it was a rare exception for one of our men
to have a savings bank account, whereas for the past 10 years there
are at least 600 per cent more savings accounts.”

This officer adds:

“In this city we are located in a hotbed of wet propaganda. The
loeal papers are wet and the mayor publiely derides the prohibition
law in his speeches, telling all that he doesn't believe in it; that it
is tyranny and everything else that is evil. With this from our chief
executive officer, we naturally have a very poor enforcement of the
Volstead Act. I have had police officers in the city tell me that they
not only didn't believe in it but that they would make no effort to
enforce it except in the most flagrant cases. But in spite of this
we have but few drunkards in our institutions compared with former
days, and those cases that we do come in contact with are a differ-
ent class of men from those met formerly. It is now the younger or
nriddle-aged man. Formerly a great majority of the men in the in-
stitutions were men who through drink had been brought down to the
gutter, and it was a struggle against the temptation the open saloon
afforded. The majority of men who come to us now are not drinking
men in that sense of the word at all. Some few of them are addicts
to the drink habit and cause some trouble, but they are in the minority.”

The officer states that, judging by results, he would rather have two
“blind tigers " on a block than one legalized saloon.

That there has been drinking among women of every period is un-
doubtedly a fact. It is impossible for men to indulge in drink without
involving the whole community in the habit. But the broad fact
known to us all is that women, as a sex, drink not at all or in much
Jess quantities than men. Woman can not afford to sacrifice her self-
respect, her personal appearance, and her position in society to a lapse
from decency, which in her case is held to be unpardonable. It may
be assumed that in homes where men abstain from lignor no guestion
arises, except in the most rare instances, as to the women., It is also
well known that among the workers, and, indeed, in all classes of
gociety, the most pertinent question asked by a girl and her parents
before marriage is whether the suitor is steady in his habits, which
means sober.,

The women of America do not tolerate an inebriated manhood. It
is no mere coincidence that the eighteenth amendment, prohibiting
lguor, should have been historically simultaneous with the nineteenth
amendment, giving the vote to women, and should have preceded by a
few years only the proposed twentleth amendment, drafted to abolish
child labor. These legislative enactments and proposals are, all of them,
parts of a general movement toward the defense of domestic life against
the destroying menace of selfishness in the environment.

THE WAR AND SOCIAL RESTRAINTS

The Great War was an explosion which shook not thrones alone but
traditions and social restraints. By these disturbances women in the
United States as well as men were affected, and it is always in colleges
that youth in its eagerness tries Its experiments. Hence, we have the
statement that there has been more drinking among young people since
prohibition than formerly, and this increase particularly affects girls.

So far as I am aware, there has never been any attempt to prove this
by statistics or other definite evidence. It appears to be a case not
of increased drinking but of greatly increased sensitiveness to the drink-
ing that Is taking place. At Oxford and Cambridge drink is served in
the colleges as a matter of course, and no one thinks anything about it.
The Salvationist notices that in the United States there has been not
only reckless drinking but reckless thinking, reckless teaching, and reck-
less preaching.

Women are adjusting themselves, not only to thelr liberties but fo
their responsibilities, and I deny point-blank the statement that there
is any genernl drinking among American women. It i manifestly
contrary to the facts which stare us in the face. Take the bright lights
of Brondway, New York. Within that glittering area there are, as there
always have been, certain roofs and restaurants where at a high
price a sexual appeal is offered, accompanied doubtless by fillicit liquor.
But If we take the great mass of the people who attend the theaters
and the movie houses and return home by train and car and subway,
it is absolutely true that on nine evenings out of ten and in nine cases
out of ten they are bone dry.

The public frequently are confronted by what seem to be appalling sta-
tistics. Nor is it realized that bilg figures may represent what, com-
paratively speaking, is a small fact. Let us suppose that 10,000,000 per-
sons in the United States spend no more than $1 a week on liquor.
Even so, that aggregate expenditure would work out at $500,000,000, a
very large sum, which taken by itself might be so presented as to
gugzest that the law had broken down. But what wounld be the truth
of the matter? It would be that 100,000,000 people in the United
States did not touch liguor from one year's end to another, and that
even the 10,000,000 people were bone dry on six days a week.

1 am prepared to be told that a much larger sum than $500,000,000
ig spent in the United States on liguor. Even so, I suggested that this
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expenditure must be examined comparatively. Take Great Britain.
The drink bill has been calculated for many years with admitted accu-
racy. In round numbers it amounts to $1,500,000,000.

Allowing for a difference of population, the corresponding figure for
the United Btates would be about $4,000,000,000, and if we take into
consideration the difference of prices and spending capacity of the
people on the two sides of the Atlantic the fizure would be still higher.
In Great Britain to-day the expenditure on liquor per head of population
is about $34 per annum, and by the word * population ™ we mean not
only men but women and children. We include also the prisoners, the
paupers, and the old-age pensioners.

For a home of five persons the expenditure works out dt £170 per
annum or $3.25 per week. In Great Britain there are numerous fami-
lies which spend nothing at all on liquor, and this means that the
burden on nonabstaining households is proportionately inereased. The
wages of a British workingman reckoned in gold, as every economist
knows, are much lower than the wages of the American; for instance,
many classes of miners have been fighting for a wage which would be
typical as an average at $12 a week.

It is under these circumstances that liquor takes a toll of $34 per
annum for the individual and $3.25 per week for a household. It is
true that rather more than a third of the expenditure is paid into the
exchequer as taxation. It is a taxation that falls in the main on those
who are least able to sustain it, and, incidentally, it proves that high
taxation, even where it is strictly collected, does not solve the liguor
question,

Great Britain has been hard hit by the war, but she has essentially
the same opportunities as the United States of employing her people on
foreign trade and other commerce, Yet she has been compelled to estab-
lish an elaborate national insurance for sickness, old age, maternity, and
last but not least, unemployment. The statement is made that her pro-
duction per head of employed persons is far below production per head
in the United States. In the adoption of machinery and in the discipline
which enables machinery to be used to the best advantage, she has been
conservative, and it is this conservatism which has been applied to the
lquor question. It is said that in Great Britaln there is less consump-
tion of alechol per head than there used to be, and less drunkenness,
That wbuld be no argument against prohibition. On the contrary, it
would mean that the force of circumstances, Including drink-produced
poverty, was driving Great Britain along our own path.

The idea that Great Britaln and Burope are satisfied with the situa-
tion may be dismissed. The prosperity of the United States is impossible
to ignore and the liguor interests throughout the world are conscious
of the challenge. They are fighting for their lives and their strategy is
everywhere apparent. In Great Britain the trade includes at least
100,000 licensed houses, with all that this means of political influence
at elections. )

It is true that some saloons have been cloged. It is also true that
others have been enlarged and that there has been a notable increase in
the number of clubs gelling drinks., Under the laws of limited liability
the ownership of the breweries, the distilleries, and the dependent places
of sale has been spread over an immense number of stockholders, many
of them occupying positions of influence in the State.

LORD ROSEBERY'S VIEW

Thirty years ago the late Lord Rosebery, once Prime Minister and
himself a sporting man who won the Derby and mixed in the most fash-
ionable society, declared that if Britain did not rule the liquor traffic
the liquor traffic would rule Britain. When fighting for her national ex-
istence Great Britain severely restricted the supply of lignor. TUnder
the stress of emergency she had to recognize facts. It was only when
the emergency seemed to be over that she relaxed her vigilance, and
to-day it is the simple truth that no party has been able sericusly to
attack the grievous evils, economic and industrial, which are manifest
in the situation across the water.

It is natural that in Great Britain, with her intrenched liquor traffic,
and in France, in Germany, and in Italy, with their enormous invest-
ments in vineyards, there should be an organized ridicule of the United
Btates and an endeavor to influence our citizens who visit the Old World.
To smuggle liguor of any kind into this country, and at whatever cost,
iz a part of this strategy, and the question is whether as a nation we
do or do not intend to surrender to these hurtful influences in countries
otherwise friendly.

A long series of decisions by the Supreme Court indicate that this
august tribunal interprets the eighteenth amendment in the plain sense
of the words contained therein. At the same time there has been raised
the question whether some alternative policy should be adopted, and I
am prepared to submit our views on the merits of these alternatives.

The liguor trafic can be handled in three ways: First, State owner-
ghip and control of the traffic; secondly, Btate restriction of the
traffic; and thirdly, prohibition.

Over State ownership and control I need not waste many words. Un-
der our Federal form of government, in which 49 sovereign areas would
have to be dealt with, the legal, constitutional, and financial dificulties
would be enormous, while politically such a scheme lies wholly outside
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the legislative possibilities. The idea that the consumption of liguor
would be diminished by such a distributive network of eelling places
appears to be contrary to all the probabilities, and a legal glass of beer
does just as much harm as an lllegal glass.

REGULATION AND PROHIBITION

The people who advocate such regulation have short memories. They
do not seem to be aware that it was the failure of regulation throughout
the United States that drove usg into prohibition. Nor is there any
country in the world where regulation has solved the liquor problem.
In the United States it was regulation which corrupted our politics,
bribed our law courts and police, and maintained our red-light areas.

Let me offer In evidence the following first-hand description of the
position in the Bowery from an officer of lifelong experience in that
area :

“ This gection was notorious for more than 100 years as the great
crime center of the metropolis, if not of the country. Under the
licensed saloon the gangster organizations were thoroughly intrenched ;
concert halls and gambling clubs of a most viclous character were doing
business in a high-banded way. Many men were murdered in cold
blood and buried beneath the buildings or thrown into the sewers or
otherwise done away with. There were about 100 saloons, 4 saloons
to every block, making on both sides of the street 8 saloons. Some of
these were palatial, occupying an independent building ;' the upstairs
was wvsed for all kinds of iniguity—they were usually called *ladies’
parlors.’ _

“There were more than a hundred parlor houses and hundreds of
smaller houses of prostitution running on the side streets the entire
length of the Bowery,” extending way down into Cherry and Water
Btreets. It is estimated that 200,000 men would come in from the
country from various States—New England, New York State, Pennsyl-
vania, New Jersey—every week, especially on Saturdays and Sundays.
Millions of dollars were poured into the pockets of the vicious purveyors
of sin who thrived on the business of rum and immorality, Lodging
houses were not as numerous, but there were many of them 20 or 30
years ago. The lodging houses in those days were notorious for the
peddling of rum, dope, stolen goods, and debauchery.

“ There was much bootlegging going on in the days of the saloon—
more than in these days. In fact, I have had a policeman, in fact
many of them, some of them now retired, tell me that the Bowery and
Third Avenue was a verltable hell on earth from the vice and brawls

that went on not only with the gangsters and the tough boys of the

neighborhood but many families as well. I have had these same police-
men tell us what a wonderful change has been brought about in a reign
of quietness for the neighborhood since prohibition came.”

The truth is that whatever restriction is placed by the law on the
liguor traffic it will be the aim of the liguor traffic to rebel against it.
No liguor traffic anywhere has kept faith with the law except in so far
as the law is on the side of the liguor traffic.

The Salvation Army is wholly opposed to the pollcy of introducing
light wines and beers sold under the law for consumption off the
premises. That policy means the return of the saloon triumphant into
our national life. Wherever beer is sold there is the saloon, even if it
be the back door of a rabbit huteh,

Let us suppose that 10,000 of such places were started in New York
City. Does anybody suppose that such places, the very symbols of a
ecriminal triumph over the forces of law and order, the rendezvous of
bandits, bootleggers, racketeers, and dishonest politicians, would be con-
tent with their profits on light wines and beers, or insistent on consump-
tion off the premises?

THE LAW AND THE REBEL

There would be exactly the same forces organized to break down regu-
lation that are to-day organized against prohibition, and the idea that
the rich man who likes his cocktall and his glass of whisky and his
champagne is going to be content with lager beer and some scarcely
alecholie light wine as an alternative may be dismissed. He will say
whit he is saying to-day, that he has a right to drink what he likes and
to get it where he can.

The idea that the provision of beer can ever be a eure for drunken-
ness s fantastic. More than half the aleohol consumed in the United
States before prohibition was in the form of beer. Most of the drunk-
enncss was due to beer, On homebrewing and distilling the view of the
Salvation Army is egually émphatic. These are a defiance point-blank
of the eighteenth amendment, which in plain terms forbids the citizen
of the United States to manufacture aleoholic liquor. The idea that
liguor has been or ever will be widely brewed by an individual family
for its own exclusive use may be dismissed. It is merely the revival of
moonshine or the illicit still with which the United States has been long
familiar.

The conclusion of the Salvation Army, therefore, has been, in omne
sentence, that prohibition in the full sense of the word has been a major
reason for the rapid advance of the United States to a foremost place
among nations; that liguor not prohibited is a major reason for the
retardation of a similar progress among other peoples of the world, and
that if prohibition be attacked, whether by foreign nations or by certain
of our own citizens, the reason ig, in the main, a selfishness on the part
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of the individual or of the financlal interest involved. In a sentence,
the world is moving toward the view that liguor is a survival of the
past, and, manifestly, prohibition in the United States has come to stay
and must be accepted as the law of the land.

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Rhode Island if the provision which has just been under dis-
cussion displaces any attorneys now under the civil service?

Mr. HEBERT. All the attorneys who are construed to come
withiu the purview of the enforcement of prohibition are to be
transferred over to the Attorney General's department, but
they are not to be under clvil service in the Department of
Justice.

Mr. DALE. What I had in mind is whether a?:tatue}'s in the
field service in particular, who are now under civil service and
who were required to take the examination to get their present
positions, are to be displaced by men who are not in the ecivil
service?

Mr. HEBERT. I do not so understand. The faet is, most
of the men in the field, though they may be attorneys, are not
classified as attorneys. They occupy positions for investiga-
tion and detail work, and some of them for clerical work,

Mr. DALE. But they are all under the civil service.

Mr. HEBERT. They are, and will continue wunder ecivil
service, except that the attorneys who go over to the Attorney
General's department will not continue under civil service but
will go to that department under the provisions of this bill,

Mr. DALE. And those who go over are not under ecivil
service now?

Mr. HEBERT.
service mow.

Mr, DALE. If they are under civil service now, how can
they retain their status?

Mr. HEBERT. That is the very point we had under consid-
eration. There is a small number of such persons who will be
transferred and who will not have civil-service status after
their transfer. But it was deemed inadvisable to provide civil-
service status for attorneys employed in the Attorney General's
department when all the rest of the persomnnel in the way of
attorneys in that department are not under civil service.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is still as in Committee
of the Whole and open to amendment,

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, as I stated in the last Congress,
I am very earnestly in favor of the transfer of prohibition
enforcement which is provided by the bill now before us, and I
shall vote accordingly. But I am not willing that either the
Senate or the country shall get the impression that this action
is now being taken because of any initiative, any suggestion, or
any inquiry made by the so-called Commission of Law Enforce-
ment which has already expended nearly a quarter of a million
dollars under a resolution proposed by me in this Chamber and,
as far as we know, has diverted the whole amount to the in-
vestigations of matters which were absolutely foreign to the
appropriation and the action of the Congress, and is now asking
for an additional appropriation of a quarter of a million dollars.
Before that shall be made I intend to propose a resolution in
the Senate requiring the commission or asking the Comptroller
General to give the Senate a statement of the expenditures
already made by the commission.

Mr. President, this transfer should have been made long ago.
As a matter of historic recital I may say that when the Vol-
stead Act was passed I happened to be Secretary of the Treasury
and I then protested against confiding the enforcement of the
prohibition law to the Internal Revenue Bureau in the Treasury
Department. Subsequently, Mr. Secretary Houston made a very
earnest official protest to Congress against continuing this unit
in the Treasury Department, as it had no relation whatsoever
to the proper functions of that department,

Later the present Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, very
earnestly urged the transfer of the unit to the Department of
Justice, where it properly belongs and where it should have been
all the time, On each oceasion the then dominant officials of
the Anti-Saloon League protested against the transfer, evidently
desiring that none of the appointees of this unit should get from
under the thumb of the Anti-Saloon League.

At the last session of Congress the President of the United
States recommended to the Congress the transfer of the unit
from the Treasury Department to the Department of Justice,
and such transfer was only delayed then because it was pro-
posed to refer the question to a joint committee of the Congress.
The Senate went so far as to adopt the proposal to refer it to
a joint committee, but the other branch of Congress rejected the
suggestion.

I have made this recital in order that the Senate may not be
deceived nor the country misled -into the belief that the so-
called Commission for Law Enforcement has done anything

It may be that some of them are under civil
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more than inquire into delinquent children, the theft of automo-
biles, and other such things as have no relation whatever to
the action of Congress in appropriating the tremendous sum of
$250,000 for an investigation of prohibition enforcement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there are no further amend-
ments to be proposed, the bill will be reported to the Senate.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time,

The bill was read the third time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the bill pass?

SEVERAL SENATORS. Yeas and nays!

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The bill was passed.

ABOLITION OF PROCEEDINGS IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. SWANSON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
gideration of Senate Resolution 227.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Presicgent—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read for the
information of the Senate,

The legislative clerk read the resolution (8. Res. 227) sub-
mitted by Mr. Swanxson on March 8, 1930, and reported from
the Committee on Rules on April 4, 1930, as follows:

Resolved, That hereafter bills and joint resolutions shall not be con-
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, as heretofore required by the
rules, and this stage of the parliamentary proceedings relating thereto
is hereby abolished.

Resolved further, That paragraph No. 8 of Rule XIV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate be, and it is hereby, amended by striking therefrom
the following words, namely : * as in Committee of the Whole,” so0 as to
make the paragraph read:

“ 3. No bill or joint resolution shall be committed or amended until
it shall have been twice read, after which it may be referred to a com-
mittee; bills and joint resolutions introduced on leave, and bills and
joint resolutions from the House of Representatives, shall be read once,
and may be read twice, on the same day, if not objected to, for refer-
ence, but shall not be considered on that day, nor debated, except for
reference, unless by unanimous consent.”

Resolved further, That Rule XV of the Standing Rules of the Senate
be, and it is hereby, amended by striking therefrom paragraph No. 1,
a3 follows: “1. All bills and joint resclutions which shall have received
two readings shall first be considered by the Benate as in Committee of
the Whole, after which they shall be reported to the Benate; and any
amendments made in Committee of the Whole shall again be considered
by the Senate, after which further amendments may be proposed " ; and
by striking from paragraph No. 2 the following: *, and when again
considered by the Senate it shall be as in Committee of the Whole”;
g0 as to make said paragraph No. 2 read:

“2 When a bill or resolution shall have been ordered to be read a

third time, it shall not be in order to propose amendments, unles§ by
unanimous consent, but it shall be in order at any time before the pas-

sage of any bill or resoultion to move its commitment; and when the
bill or resolution shall again be reported from the committee it shall be
‘placed on the calendar.”

Resolved further, That paragraph No. 1 of Rule XIII of the Standing
Rules of the Benate be, and it is hereby, amended as follows:

In line 2 of said paragraph, strike out the words * voting with the
prevailing side.”

In line 4 of said paragraph, after the word “ reconsideration,” insert
the following :

“: Provided, That no motion to reconsider a vote on an amendment
to a bill or joint resolution shall be taken up for consideration until all
other amendments have been offered and disposed of, and immediately
prior to the question of the engrossment of the bill, joint resolution, or
amendments ; and such motions shall be considered in the order of time
at which they were entered: Provided further, That no motion to lay
such a motion to reconsider on the table shall be in order prior to the
time such motion is taken up for consideration.”

In line 4 of said paragraph, strike out the semicolon and the words
“and if * and insert in lieu thereof the word * If.”

In line 5 of said paragraph, after the word * reconsider,” insert the
words “any motion.”

So as to make the said paragraph read :

“]1. When a gquestion has been decided by the Benate, any Senator
may, on the same day or on either of the next two days of actual
session thereafter, move a reconsideration : Provided, That no motion to
reconsider a vote on an amendment to a bill or joint resolution shall be
taken up for consideration until all other amendments have been offered
and disposed of, and immediately prior to the guestion of the engross-
ment of the bill, joint resolution, or amendments; and such motions
ghall be considered in the order of time at which they were entered:
Provided further, That no motion to lay such a motion to reconsider on
the table shall be in order prior to the time such motion is taken up for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

8923

consideration. If the Senate shall refuse to reconsider any motion, or
upon reconsideration shall affirm its first decision, no further motion to
reconsider shall be in order unless by unanimous consent, Every motion
to reconsider shall be decided by a majority vote, and may be laid on
the table without affecting the question in reference to which the same
is made, which shall be a final disposition of the motion.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Virginia that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of the resolution.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Washington will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. JONES. I desire to know when the notice required by
the rules was given for the presentation of such a motion to
amend the rules?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution was submitted some
timert.ago and was referred to the Committee on Rules for
repo

Mr. JONES. Yes; but was notice given of the rule that was
to be amended, and the amendment which was to be made to
it as required by the rule of the Senate?

Mr. SWANSON. I offered the resolution and had it referred
to the Committee on Rules.

Mr. JONES. I should like to know whether or not the rule
has been complied with?

Mr., SWANSON. One afternoon I gave notice that I would
submit such a resolution and have it referred to the committee
for consideration, and that was done,

Mr. JONES. I do not think that is such a notice as is
required by the rule or that it is in compliance with the rule.
The rule requires that the notice shall specify the rule which
it is proposed to amend and the amendment which is suggested,
and that then the notice shall lie over for a day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washington
make a point of order?

Mr. JONES. I make the point of order that the rule has not
been complied with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Following the precedents and the
decisions of Vice Presidents Morton and Stevenson, the point of
order is overruled.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I should like to have the Recorp
show the notice that was given. I remember of no notice being
given to amend the various rules of the Senate which the reso-
lution proposes to amend.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, may I suggest at this point
that, if there is such a weakness, the point may well be met
if the Senator from Virginia will give notice now? 1 desire to
move adjournment and to have a morning hour to-morrow, at
which time the Senator from Virginia will be in position to
restate his proposal. .

Mr. SWANSON. I understand the Chair has overruled the
point of order; but I do now give notice of the intreduction of
this resolution, and I shall move to-morrow to proceed to its
consideration. The Senate, I understand, is now about to
adjourn.

Mr. JONES. The Senator has given, as I understand, notice
of a proposal to amend the rules.

Mr. SWANSON. I give this notice, and let the resolution
stay where it is,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, as I understand, the Senator is
now giving notice of his intention to move to amend the rules?

Mr. SWANSON. The notice has already been given. I gave
notice here one afternoon some time ago that I would introduce
such a resolution; it was introduced two or three days after I
lﬁa? given such notice, and it was referred to the Committee on

ules.

Mr. JONES. I want to find out what that notice was. The
rule requires a certain notice to be given, and the Recorp should
show what that notice was. That is what I want to ascertain.

Mr. SWANSON. I gave notice that I would introduce the
resolution, and the resolution was introduced and referred.

Mr. JONES. It is required that notice shall be given in writ-
ing, and that should appear in the RECORD.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Virginia will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GLASS. Has the Chair overruled the point of order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has overruled the point
of order.

Mr. JONES. I think the Chair probably did not apprehend
the facts of the situation. That is what I want to ascertain—
what are the facts. If the notice was given, as the rule re-
quires, in writing, specifying the rule to be amended and the
amendment to be made, of course I make no objection. This,
however, is what the rule provides:
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No motion to guspend, modify, or amend any rulé or any part thereof
shall be in order, except on one day’'s notice in writing, specifying pre-
cisely the rule or part proposed to be suspended, modified, or amended,
and the purpose thereof,

I want to know whether or not that provision of the rule has
been complied with?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I should like to
inquire whether the resolution itself is not a full compliance
with the requirements of the rule?

Mr. JONES. If the Senator proposed it to-day and then
asked to take it up to-morrow, I suppose it would be, but there
has got to be one day's notice in writing.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. But he did not propose the resolu-
|tion to-day ; he proposed it on March 8.

Mr. JONES. Yes; but did he give notice of his proposal?

* \'That is what the rule requires.
. Mr. WALSH of Montana.
lution :

That hereafter bills and joint resolutions shall not be considered—

And so forth,

Mr. JONES. I can not think that that is a compliance with
the rule of the Senate. If it were, a Senator could introduce an
amendment to the rules on one day, call it up the next day, and
say that notice had been given.

Mr., SWANSON. Mr. President, no point of order can be
~made that the resolution has not gone over one day, for the
| regolution has gone over for six weeks and more,

Mr. JONES. I should like to know what notice, according
|to the rules, has been given of the intention to propose this
'amendment to the rules,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that on March
|8 (p. 5216 of the ConerEssIONAL REcorp) Senate Resolution 227
|was by unanimous consent submitted by the Senator from Vir-
'ginia and referred to the Committee on Rules.

The Chair is advised that it has been decided by Vice Presi-
dents Morton and Stevenson that when a resolution of this kind
is introduced by unanimous consent, as this resolution was,
\that is a substantial compliance with the rule. So the Chair
held, and still holds, that the point of order is not well taken in
]th.ls instance.
' Mr. SWANSON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
 sideration of the resolution.

- Mr, McNARY. I move that the Senate adjourn until 12
o’clock to-morrow.

Mr. SWANSON. Will not the Senator allow us to have a vote
on my motion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Virginia has the
floor.

Mr. SWANSON. I renew my request that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Senate Resolution 227.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. JONES. The motion is debatable, Mr. President, as I
understand?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is debatable,

Mr. JONES. I understand the Senator from Oregon desires
to move an adjournment.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MoNARY. I renew my motion that the Senate adjourn
until 12 o'clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 28 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, May 15,
1930, at 12 o'clock-meridian.

This is the notice of the reso-

NOMINATION
Eaecutive nomination received by the Senate May 1} (legis-
lative day of May 13), 1930
Alfred A. Wheat, of New York, to be chief justice of the
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, to succeed Walter I.
McCoy, resigned.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wepxespay, May 1}, 1930

The House met at 12 o'clock noon and was called to order by
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr, TILSON].

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

In the name of Him who ministered to the needy and
hungry may we champion the cause of the poor, and even that
of the little children. Quicken our moral vision, our intellectual
perception, and our emotional discernment, Moving as we are
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amid the changing circumstances of men, may our influence be

irresistible and unbroken by Thy guidance. Open our souls to

the infinite. In our impoverishment lead us toward that

shining peak of a towering aspiration where we can count all

ﬁngs to be loss for the excellency of the goodness of God.
e,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal elerk,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R.10171. An act providing for the erection at Clinton,
Sampson County, N. C., of a monument in commemoration of
Willlam Rufus King, former Vice President of the United States.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
an amendment, in which the concurrence of the House is re-
quesied, a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.26. An act for the acquisition, establishment, and de-
velopinent of the George Washington Memorial Parkway along
the Potomac from Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to the
Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisition of lands in the
Distriet of Columbia and the States of Maryland and Virginia
requisite to the comprehensive park, parkway, and playground
system of the National Capital.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested :

S.51. An act to amend subdivision (c¢) of section 4 of the
immigration act of 1924, as amended.

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees to the
amendments of the House to the bill (8. 476) entitled “An act
granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers,
sailors, and nurses of the war with Spain, the Philippine insur-
rection, or the China relief expedition, and for other purposes,”
requests a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. RoBINSON of
Indiana, Mr. NorBeoK, and Mr. WHEELER to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE .

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that on Friday morning, after the disposal of business
on the Speaker's table, I may address the House for five
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

PENSIONS :

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I submit a conference report
on the bill H. R. 9323 for printing under the rule.
= The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill

¥y title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 9323) granting pensions and increase of pensions to
certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, etc., and
certain soldiers and sallors of wars other than the Civil War, and the
widows of such soldiers and sailors.

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is Calendar Wednesday.
The Clerk will call the committees.

The Clerk called the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (8. 108) to
suppress unfair and fraundulent practices in the marketing of
perishable agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign
commerce, L

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 108) to supress unfair and fraudulent practices in the
marketing of perishable agricultural commodities in interstate and for-
eign commerce,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This bill is on the Union Calen-
dar. The House automatically resolves itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for its further
consideration. The gentleman from Montana [Mr, LeaviTr]
will please take the chair,

Thereupon the House resolved itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill 8. 108, with Mr. LeaviTr in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill 8. 108, which the Clerk will report by title.
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The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 108) to suppress unfair and fraudulent practices in the
marketing of perishable agricultural commodities in interstate and for-
eign commerce.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, which
1 send to the Clerk’s desk. .

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indiana.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PurNeLL: Page 17, line 10, after the word
“ character,” strike out the words “ live or dressed poultry, and eggs.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana for five minutes.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, this is an important amend-
ment, and I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 10 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen of
the committee, before I proceed to discuss the amendment which
I have offered, I wish to say a word about this bill. I sincerely
hope the amendment which I have offered will be adopted, but
if it is not adopted I still hope that the bill as reported to the
Housze will be passed.

I wish to direct the attention of the committee to the fact in
the beginning that this is a fruit and vegetable bill. The fruit
and vegetable people of the country have devoted about nine
vears to the consideration of this measure. They are ready to
accept it, and the Department of Agriculture, if the bill is
passed, is prepared to receive it and to ecarry out its provisions.

There is necessity for this legislation, as it affects fruits and
vegetables, That necessity was recognized by the President of
the United States in the special message which he sent to the
special session of Congress when the special session.convened.
1 think it is pertinent at this time to direct the attention of the
members of the committee to the message of the President
which was transmitted at the beginning of the first session of
the Seventy-first Congress, in which he said in the very outset:

‘T ealled this special session of Congress to redeem two pledges giveh
in the last election—farm relief and limited changes in the tariff,

In compliance with those pledges we have passed the agri-
cultural marketing act, and the tariff bill is, I hope, nearing
completion. As part of the present farm program laid down at
the very beginning of the special session which was called for
the specific purposes expressed in the President’s message, the
President, among other things, made this very pertinent state-
ment, which has a very direct bearing upon this bill and the
amendment which I have offered. He said, among other things,
that we should—

Provide for the licensing of the handlers of some perishable products
s0 as to eliminate unfair practices.

Every penny of waste between the farmer and consumer that we can
eliminate, whether it arises from methods of distribution or from hazard
or speculation, will be a gain to both the farmer and the consumer,

While the President in his message did not specifically refer
to fruits and vegetables, I think it is a matter of common under-
standing among all of us that what the President had in mind
at the time was fruits and vegetables and not poultry and eggs.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman point out to the commit-
tee in what way this bill, as now presented, controlled, as it is,
by commission men and frightening certain gentlemen info sup-
porting it, directly conflicts with the agricultural marketing act
and the Farm Board? It does, and the gentleman knows it.

Mr. PURNELL. I will have to say to my distinguished
friend who has contributed so materially to the solution of the
agricultural problem and the passage of the marketing act, that
I do not regard this as being in conflict with the Federal Farm
Board’s program. I wish to direct the attention of my good
friend, Mr. AsweLL, as well as other members of the committee,
to the statement made by the chairman of the Federal Farm
Board, concerning this particular bill which is before us.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman ought not to quote that when
the chairman of the board says he did not read it before sign-
ing it, and that a subordinate wrote it.

Mr. PURNELL. Well, I disagree with the gentleman.

Mr. ASWELL. He says so.

Mr. PURNELL. The chairman of the Federal Farm Board,
Mr. Legge, says: :
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The board is working toward the development of cooperative nssocia-
tions for the marketing and distribution of fruits and vegetables and
other agricultural products. The bill provided primarily for the regula-
tion of and the suppression of unfair practices among dealers handling
such products in the terminal markets.

That is true. The board is engaged in the study of that prob-
lem and is interested in it.
He also says:

The elimination of unfalr practices should enable cooperative asso-
clations handling perishable products to obtain greater returns for their
members, and the proposed legislation—

Meaning this bill—
therefore, should supplement the work of the Federal Farm Board.

I wish to direct attention to that statement, signed by Mr,
Legge himself, and call special attention to the significance of
the words * should supplement.”

That is exactly what it is proposed to do.

I wish to call attention to the faet, in this connection, that
the Becretary of Agriculture, in sending to our committee a
report on this bill, said, among other things, in indorsing it:

H. R. 5663 provides for the licensing of the commission merchants
receiving fruits and vegetables of any kind in interstate or foreign
commerce, brokers engaged in the business of mnegotiating sales and
purchases of such commodities in such commerce, and dealers buying
or selling other than at retail any such commodities in such com-
meree, including producers selling more than 10 carloads of such prod-
ucts of their own raising in any one year, and retailers buying such
commodities in carload quantities or the equivalent thereof.

The department has given careful consideration to the bill and be-
leves that the suppression of unfair practices and the reduction of
losses in the marketing of fresh fruits and vegetables is desirable, and
therefore indorses the general principles of the bill.

You will note the absence of any reference to poultry and
eggs. In faet, there never was anything said by the Secretary
of Agriculture at any time about including poultry and eggs.
There never was a thing said by Mr. Legge about including
poultry and eggs. There never was anything said in the Senate
bill, which has already passed, about poultry and eggs. I re-
peat, this is a fruit and vegetable bill.

Mr, BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman referred to the letter of the
Secretary of Agriculture. Will the gentleman please give the
date of that letter, and indicate whether or not that letter was
written before or after the Federal Farm Board was organized
and was engaged in trying to find a solution of some of our
farm problems?

Mr. PURNELL. The letter is dated January 20, 1930,

Mr. BURTNESS. Several months after the board was organ-
ized, and the Secretary of Agriculture is himself a member of
the Federal Farm Board.

Mr. PURNELL., He is chairman ex officio of the hoard.

Mr. BURTNESS. Does not the gentleman think that the
Secretary of Agriculture is as much interested in the final
success of the Federal Farm Board as any member upon the
Farm Board?

Mr. PURNELL. I not only think it but I believe I know that
he is.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I have received a great many telegrams
asking me to support the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. PUurNeLL]. I do not know so very much
about it, but I would like to ask the gentleman upon what basis
were poultry and eggs included in the bill?

Mr. PURNELL. I do not think I violate any confidences of
the committee when I say that it was just one of those things
that went in one day without any consideration at all being
given to it. I was not present when it was done. I think I
further violate no confidences of the committee when I say that
three-fourths of the members of the committee will vote here
to-day to take it out of the bill. I speak my own views, how-
ever, and do not pretend to speak for any other member of the
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. PurNEeLL] has expired.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Indiana be granted 10 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
Aswerr] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. PurNeLL] be granted 10 additional minutes. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. LINTHICUM. I am seeking information so as to vote
correctly. Why does the gentleman elaim it should not be in
the bill?

Mr. PURNELL. Well, I will tell the gentleman why I think
poultry and eggs should not be in the bill. In the first place,
this is a fruit and vegetable bill, calculated to help that in-
dustry. They asked for it; they have been working about nine
years to get it and they are prepared to receive it. If, for no
other reason, I should oppose it because the poultry and egg
people have had no opportunity whatever to be heard. They
were given no opportunity; in fact, they were given to under-
stand that they would not be included in it, and, as I say, it
crept in rather unceremoniously.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. BYRNS. Is not the very best reason the one the gentle-
man gave a while ago, that the committee gave it absolutely no
consideration, and we ought not to pass legislation on a subject
without consideration?

Mr. PURNELL. Certainly. The Department of Agriculture
has not asked for it, and those directly affected have had no
opportunity to be heard. Now, I want to suggest——

Mr. STAFFORD. We are to understand that the butter and
egg men are against it?

Mr. PURNELL. The butfer people are not included, and the
poultry and egg people themselyes—I am going to tell the gen-
tleman and I hope he will give me his attention—say they are
not interested in it.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. I want to confirm what the
gentleman said with regard to the fact that the poultry and egg
people had no opportunity to be heard, and I have telegrams in
which they say that if the committee wants to take up the
guestion they will send a delegation from Missouri to be heard
upon the question. They feel they are entitled to a hearing
before the Congress takes action on a matter of this kind.

Mr. PURNELL. That is right. I do not say that at some
future time I would not be in favor of including poultry and
eggs; at some future time it may be proper to do it, but cer-
tainly this is not the time.

I want to call attention to one other very important situation.
In the first place, we have no idea how many people will be li-
censed under the present bill. Responsible parties have testified
before our committee that from 25,000 to 40,000 handlers of
fruits and vegetables will be licensed under this bill, That is
exclusive of poultry and eggs.

I want to submit fo the committee that the licensing of some
40,000 dealers—and that is the number estimated—in fruits and
vegetables, and the handling of eomplaints arising in connection
with their business represents a tremendous job in itself. The
Department of Agriculture should be given ample time to for-
mulate the policies and procedure, which will be necessary to
deal with the 40,000 dealers in fruits and vegetables alone.

Now, if poultry and eggs are included we are going to have
to license probably 10,000 more dealers and the problem of ad-
ministration will be multiplied just to that extent. As I said,
I might at some future time be perfectly willing to include them.
I want to do everything that will remove every vestige of unfair
practices in dealing with any perishable or near perishable com-
modity, and there will be plenty of time to add poultry and eggs
and other farm products when we see whether it will work for
fruits and vegetables.

Mr. ASWHLL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. ASWELL. I want to ask the gentleman three guestions.
Must I ask them all at once?

Mr. PURNELL. We brought in a rule one time to consider
three bills at once, so the gentleman might as well ask his three
questions at once.

Mr. ASWELL. In the first place, the gentleman recalls that
the committee voted down the amendment the gentleman has
offered by an overwhelming majority, does he not?

Mr. PURNELL. Voted down the pouliry and egg amend-
ment?

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman knows they tried to vote it
out in the committee. Tin

Mr. PURNELL. If we are going to discuss what happened
in the committee, let me say that no gentleman who voted
for it was willing to move to reconsider it.

Mr. ASWELL. I am not going to tell anything, but that
amendment was offered and voted down,

Mr. PURNELL. You did not vote it down; poultry and eggs
were merely voted in.

Mr, ASWELL. But you tried to take it out.
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Mr. PURNELL. I was not there and did not vote. There-
fore, I could not move to reconsider the vote.

ﬁ{'r. ASWELL. But they did try to take it out in the com-
mittee.

Mr. PURNELL. There was no motion to take it out, because
we had no opportunity to vote on the question. However, the
gentleman knows that three-fourths of the committee are in
favor of taking it out,

Mr. ASWELL. No; that is the chairman’s amendment, and I
am supporting the chairman. The gentleman remembers it
developed in the hearings that this bill would necessitate the
appointment of from 250 to 500 new Federal agents in this
country? That was in the hearing.

Mr. PURNELL. I remember some such prediction.

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman remembers it will cost an
enormous amount of money to add those 250 to 500 Federal
agents. Now, the main question I want to ask is: How does
the gentleman know President Hoover meant fruit and vege-
tables and did not mean poultry and eggs? How does the
gentleman get that information?

Mr. PURNELL. I have a right to guess at it, just as the
gentleman has a right to assume he meant something else.

Mr. ASWELL. I thought the gentleman was guessing at it.

Mr. PURNELL. I read what the President said.

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman states the faet that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture did not mention peultry?

Mr. PURNELL. That is right.

Mr. ASWELL. That was because we did not ask anything
about poultry.

Mr. PURNELL. Let me ask the gentleman a question. Does
the gentleman think we should include an industry of the value
of poultry and eggs in a bill of this importance without giving
them an opportunity to be heard? I know the gentleman wants
to be fair,

Mr. ASWELL. Is not the poultry business just as important
as the other?

Mr. PURNELL. Well, the gentleman, in all fairness, should
“l;ant to give them an opportunity to be heard before putting
them in.

Mr. ASWELL. Then, send it back to the committee and give
us a hearing on poultry and eggs.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes; I yield.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I was very much interested in the
question asked by the gentleman from Lonisiana, Doctor AswELL,
as to the number of extra employees this bill would require and
what the probable cost therefor would be. I do not understand
there is any effort made to coordinate this particular activity
with other activities of the department, but you are providing
for a large number of extra employees; is that correct?

Mr, PURNELL. I did not cateh the gentleman’s question.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I wanted to know whether the
gentleman considered that from 250 to 500 employees, as indi-
cated by the gentleman from Louisiana, may be required to
carry out what the gentleman says is a gigantic undertaking
required of the Department of Agriculture by this bill.

Mr. PURNELL. I do not know how many employees will be
required. I just stated that in the neighborhood of 40,000 deal-
ers engaged in the fruit and vegetable business will be licensed
under the bill, and the department will have to handle the com-
plaints arising in eonnection with their business. I do not know
how many employees will be necessary.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Has the gentleman’s attention
been called to the fact that when this Congress first met it was
suggested that we were going to reduce the number of employees
on the Federal pay roll and that this would be done by coordi-
nating the activities of the different departments, and yet we
find there has not been a single employee eliminated from the
pay roll but many added thereto, and this pending bill seeks to
add from 250 to 500 more?

Mr. PURNELL. I do not know how many will be added. I
have not gone into that question, and I can not vouch for the
correctness of the figures at all; but I will say if it takes addi-
tional employees to do what we have set out to do for America's
greatest industry, agriculture, I would subsecribe to it.

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. FULMER. As a matter of fact, there will be no expense
on the part of the Government because this will be paid out of
the license fees paid by the various dealers who take out these
licenses.

Mr. PURNELL. That is correct.

I want to say to you that eggs stand in sixth place and poul-
try in seventh place in gross income in the United States, and
the farm value of poultry and eggs is officially estimated at
§1,150,000,000.
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Mr, ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I can not yield for a moment. Let me first
finish this statement.

Mr. ASWELL. I will get the gentleman more time.

Mr. PURNELL., Very well, I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman has very eloguently described
the activity in favor of this bill for nine years. Now, will the
gentleman tell the committee why the commission men all at
once, after having fought the bill for eight years, turn around
now and support it?

The CHAIRMAN,
has expired.

Mr. ASWELL, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have 15 minutes more to answer this one
question, P

Mr. PURNELL, With the understanding the gentleman will
let me also address myself to my amendment.

Mr. ASWELL. If you will answer that question as to why
these commission men who opposed this bill before our com-
mittee repeatedly, as the gentleman knows, after the Farm
Board was established, turned around and supported it

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Indiana may have 15
additional minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASWELL. Now, will the gentleman answer the question?

Mr, PURNELL. I would say it is because they thought they
might work this thing out themselves, and that is exactly what
the poultry and egg people have done and are doing.

I want to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that
while you are attempting to put poultry and eggs under the
provisions of this bill, poultry and eggs do not stand on the
same basis as fruits and vegetables at all. They have their
exchanges through which they operate. Fruits and vegetables
move in commerce under certain Government standards and
grades, Uniform standards and classes for poultry have mnot
yet been worked out.

I also want to remind the gentleman that we are trying to
help the individual producer here, The country producer is
not interested in the provisions of this bill as far as poultry
and eggs are concerned, I do not know how many of you are
familiar with the practice, but the country collector of eggs and
poultry buys them from the producer and pays the producer cash,
The country shipper then concentrates them in carload lots
and moves them to his distributive outlets in the great consum-
ing centers or else sells to a car-lot receiver on the large terminal
markets. For the most part these are cash or contract trans-
actions.

Another point I want to suggest is that all of the larger
markets have poultry and egg exchanges. These exchanges
operate under *exchange” standards and grades and under
definite rules and regulations with which the members must
comply or suffer certain penalties. Where controversies arise
in the course of business they are disposed of through schemes
of arbitration which are enforced by the exchanges, so that
any abuses which the legislation seeks to correct are already
cared for quite satisfactorily by the trade itself. Therefore
it would seem that under these conditions the legislation can
be looked upon more as an undue governmental interference
with private business than anything else. And yet, nothwith-
standing this suggestion, I say to you that if, after the depart-
ment has an opportunity to try this out on fruits and vege-
tables there seems to be a demand also to include poultry and
eggs, I shall gladly support such a measure.

If we are going to have 40,000 dealers in fruits and vege-
tables licensed and innumerable complaints coming into the
department by reason thereof, it seems to me this is sufficient
load to put on the shoulders of those who will be charged
with the enforcement of this law without adding an additional
burden, particularly since the additional burden is not asked
for by the trade itself. No producer has appeared before our
committee and suggested that in the interests of the poultry
and egg business of the country we ought to incorporate poultry
and eggs in this bill.

And certainly in fairness to the industry, which is one of
the largest in this country, the least we can do is to give them
an opportunity to come in and be heard.

Mr. MORGAN. Do they object o it?

Mr. PURNELL. Oh, of course they objeet. I think it is
unjust and unfair that they should be included in it, and I
sincerely hope that the amendment I have offered will be
agreed fo.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? I propose to
support the amendment of the gentleman, because he knows
more about it than I do; but I want to ask the gentleman how

The time of the gentleman from Indiana
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is it that in this country the egg producers do not mark their
eggs like they do in other countries, so that the purchaser can
know whether they are ancient or modern? Why do they not
mark them as they do in France, Germany, and other countries?

Mr. PURNELL. Well, it is not very hard to choose between
a fresh egg and a bad one. Mr, Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time,

Mr. GLOVER. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am sorry,
indeed, to see those who ought to be friends of agriculture come
in with another amendment that will eripple, if not destroy,
this good bill. This bill ought to pass this House without a
dissenting vote as it was read to the committee. We had offered
the other day an amendment that would do it violence, and we
voted that down, and I am glad we did.

The amendment that is now offered is just as detrimental to
agriculture as that one would have been. This provision for
poultry and eggs is one that will help agriculture. It will take
care of the products of agriculture,

In my country, in the Southland, we are shipping in carload
lots. They are shipped by poultry clubs that are organized for
the advancement of agriculture. I would like to have some
protection when we ship to commission merchants and dealers.

I am surprised that any man who voted for the agricultural
marketing act would stand up here and tell this body that this
bill is not in accordance with the principles of that bill. It
will aid the marketing agricultural act. I am going out when
I leave here to defend that act before the public from the
assaults made upon it now by its enemies.

Those who deal in these perishable commodities want to get
them to the market quickly, and I say that this bill ought to
pass. We ship them in here to men engaged in the business of
selling for us, and we ought to have the protection that is
provided for in this bill.

I am surprised that any man would stand up and argue that
it is going to cost the Government anything. When you get a
$10 license fee it will not cost the Government one penny more
than it will bring in.

Suppose it is true that it would license 40,000 people, that is
$10 apiece, and that would be $400,000. There is no argument
in the assertion that it would cost the Government anything
at all.

The argument was made a while ago that the dealers who
might be affected by this were not consulted at the hearing.
They did not need any hearing. Youn are dealing with somebody
that is dealing with your constituents. You are the representa-
tives on the floor of this House of your constituents, and you
are looked to to defend them agajnst amendments of this kind.
They are accustomed back home to look to you on the floor of
this House to defend them against anything that will be to
their detriment.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLOVER. Yes.

Mr. PURNELL. I want to ask the gentleman if in all fair-
ness he thinks that an industry which represents the value of
$1,150,000,000 a year ought to be overnight, as you might say,
incorporated into the provisions of an important bill without
an opportunity on their part to be heard, or a request coming
from a single producer?

Mr. GLOVER. You had all those facts before you when this
bill was written. They had an opportunity to get in there if
they wanted to. If the gentleman wanted them in there, why
did not he have them?

Mr, PURNELL. But I did not want them in.

Mr. GLOVER. No; and the gentleman ought to step up here
and fight to have this kept in if he is a friend of agriculture,
and not to put it out.

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, this amendment may be consid-
ered from two angles, If the amendment has for its purpose
the repealing of existing law, then I am opposed to it, but if it
does not, then I would consider it from an entirely different
viewpoint.: I shall endeavor to explain, in a very brief way,
what it means with reference to the existing law. The present
law provides that after June 30, 1927—

Any person, firm, association, or corporation receiving any fruits,
vegetables, melons, dairy or poultry products, or any perishable farm
product of any kind or character * * * and who, without good and
sufficient cause, ghall destroy, abandon, discard as refuse, or dump any
produce * * * chall be subject to a fine not exceeding $3,000 or
imprisonment for opne year, or both, within the discretion of the court.

You will see that under existing law poultry and eggs are
included, but the proposed amendment proposes to exclude them,

Mr. ANDRESEN. Does the gentleman think that the crim-
inal statute will be repealed because of this bill?
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Mr. HARE. My impression is that the fundamental reason
behind this proposed act is to repeal the operations of existing
law.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I think the gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. HARH. If I can be relieved of my impression, then I
would look at this bill from an entirely different angle. If
there is no intention to repeal the existing law, I am unable to
see why the abuases referred to here are not all taken care of.
Show me an instance where a man can destroy, dump, or make
a false report under the proposed law that is not covered by the
penalties under existing law.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman is now addressing himself to
the bill generally, rather than to the amendment that I offered,
to strike out poultry and eggs.

Mr. HARE. Yes,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington.
tleman yield?

Mr. HARE. Yes.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. On page 32, line 23, of the
bill, the following language is found:

This act shall not abrogate or nullify any other statute, whether,
Btate or Federal, dealing with the same subjects as this act—

And so forth.

That certainly ought to be a complete answer to the gentle-
man's inquiry. I do not see how it could be plainer.

Mr. HARE. I am very sorry that I was apparently not able
to make myself clear last week, because I went into the matter
in detail.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Would the gentleman from Wash-
ington consent to enlarge that by using this langnage?—

Abrogate, nullify, or in any way modify any other act.

Mr. HARE. I can explain in a very few words why I think
this will in effect be a repeal of existing law. You understand
that the existing law has been interpreted to apply only to
commission merchants.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the time of the gentleman be extended for five
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARE. As I was saying, the existing law has been
interpreted to apply only to commission merchants, or a man
who styles himself as a commission merchant. Therefore, a
man who styles himself as a broker or a dealer can not, under
the existing law, be subjected to its penalties for violating its
provisions. If we pass this act—and as I have said I am not in
the position of opposing the purpose of the law—then every
commission merchant in the country will be permitted to carry
" on his same business under the name and terms of a dealer or
broker, and if he carries on his business under the style and
name of a dealer or broker rather than commission merchant,
then the only penalty that can attach to him, under the pro-
posed law, would be to take away his license, and in effect that
would repeal the law wherein it is made a eriminal offense to
defraud the shipper.

Mr. HOPE. He can do that whether this law is passed or not.

Mr. HARE. Sure.

Mr. HOPE. The passage of this bill is not going to cure this
gitnation about which the gentleman complains.

Mr. HARE. But the point I make is that instead of passing
a new law, the existing law should be amended so as to in-
clude the dealer and the broker and allow the penalty that
applies to it attach to those fellows, and not abrogate the law
by making the penalty simply the removal of his license. Under
this proposed act the only penalty is a fine of $500, simply
because he does not get a license. In other words, if he fails
to get a license from the Government he can be charged $500,
but if he defrauds a farmer out of $5,000 the only thing you
attempt to do is to take his license away from him. -

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington, Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield? :

Mr. HARE. Yes.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington.
be perfectly fair in regard to this.
on page 17, line 11:

The term “ commission merchant” means any person engaged in the
business of receiving in interstate or foreign c rce any perishabl
agricultural commodity for sale on commission, or for or on behalf of
another. i?

It does not make any difference what he calls himself. If
he does these things, then he is a commission merchant, and

Mr. Chairman, will the gen-

I know my friend wants to
Let me read from the bill,
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he would not exempt himself from the operation of that law
or this law. This matter has been submitted to the Department
of Agriculture and to their attorneys and to the attorneys of
the drafting board, and it has been considered by the com-.
missioners of agriculture all over the United States, and nobody
has claimed that it is going to repeal or interfere with the other
law., Let me read two lines that follow what I read a while
ago, on page 32, line 25:

But it is intended that all such statutes shall remain in full force
and effect, except in so far only as they are inconsistent herewith or
repugnant hereto.

Mr. HARE. If the department would express a willingness
to amend the existing law so as to include dealers and brokers
I would feel that it was absolutely sincere in the position it
takes, but the department has said that it is unwilling to have
the existing law amended so as to include dealers and brokers,
referred to in the paragraph which the gentleman from Wash-
ington has read.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.
yield?

Mr. HARE. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I was interested in the comment
made by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Summers] in
reply to what seemed to be a very pertinent criticism of the bill
by the gentleman from South Carolina. If a man failed to
take out a license under this bill, he would have to pay a fine
of $500 and not more than $25 for each day such default con-
tinues. I was wondering why, if the gentleman from Wash-
ington is interested in protecting the farmer, he makes no refer-
ence to the very pertinent criticism that the gentleman from
South Carolina makes as to the difference in punishment for one
act and for the other.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman may have five minutes more. The
gentleman has given us a very instructive discussion of the
matter. -

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia? .

There was no objection.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Chairman, if I may
have the attention of the gentleman from Alabama, I referred
to the definition of a commission merchant to show that resort-
ing to the trick of calling himself a “dealer” or *broker”
in an effort to exempt himself from the operation of this pro-
posed law, certainly could not exempt him from the operation
of the other law. And I also call attention to the fact that
this bill specifically states that it shall not abrogate the pro-
visions of the other law. The penalty here iz $500 for the
violation of this law and $25 a day for each day the offense
continues, I am willing to put the offender under two laws
instead of only the one, which requires that the case be taken
into court, where the farmer probably never gets a settlement
for his produect.

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARE. Yes,

Mr. GLOVER. I call the gentleman's attention to section 3,
the language of which reads as follows:

After the expiration of six months after the approval of this act
no person shall at any time carry on the business of a commission
merchant, dealer, or broker without a license valid and effective at
such timre. Any person who violates any provision of this subdivision
shall be liable to a penalty of not more than $500 for each offense
and not more than $25 for each day it continues, which shall accrue
to the United States and may be recovered in a civil suit brought by
the United States.

Notice, it says “ any person who violates any provision of this
subdivision.”

Mr. HARE. Yes. :

Now I want to call the attention of the committee to this
fact, that you put a fine of $500 on the man because he does
not go to the Secretary of Agriculture and get a license,
and, in addition, he is charged $25 a day for operating without
a license; but if he goes ahead and defrauds you out of
$1,000 you fine him nothing but merely take his license away
from him. I want the same penalty to go into this law that
is in the existing law; that is what I am fighting for. :

Mr. GLOVER. This law provides that if he violates this
provision he will be prosecuted under the existing law. It
refers only to the question of getting a license.

Mr. HARE. But the question of his getting a license does
not interfere with the farmer's interest. That only violates
a regulation with respect to the Government or the Depart-

Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
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ment of Agriculture. But when the farmer is defrauded, you
are saying in this bill that no fine is necessary.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, HARE. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman has some doubt as
to how this bill, if enacted info law, will be construed by the
courts even if full force and effect be given to the provision
indieated by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. SuMMmErs].
Do you not think it would be well to expressly provide in the
bill that the act of 1927 shall remain in force in all particulars?

Mr. HARE. I certainly do.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Before he took the floor the gentle-
man said he proposed to offer an amendment and attach to this
bill all the penalties prescribed in the act of 1927. Would the
same result be reached by providing expressly that there shall
be no repeal or modification by implication of the act of 19277

Mr. HARE. You have this difficnlty, if it is brought to the
attention of the Secretary of Agriculture to execute these laws,
that it would be left to the Secretary to determine whether or
not he should take the license from the man or whether he
would be subject to prosecution by the Department of Justice;
yet I think the suggested amendment a good one.

The CHAIRMAN.
Carolina has again expired.

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I am in favor of orderly marketing and I am in favor of orderly
legislation, The fact that I am in favor of aiding the farmer
my self-interest would indicate nothing else. But we must be
just, whatever our power may be. Strong-arming in legisla-
tion in however just cause is unsafe and unwise.

I call your attention in support of this amendment to a fact
of which, as Members of the House and as responsible legisla-
tors, we should take notice and heed. In the first place, the
subject matter of this legislation, as it has been mooted and
pending in Congress and before State and national conventions
of the various agricultural organizations of the United States
in the last 10 years, has included only two subjects—fruits and
vegetables—those farm products most perishable and earliest
to rot and decay.

Poultry and eggs have not been considered in public discus-
sion, in the press, on the platform, generally speaking, and
especially not in Congress. Legislation has been introduced by
the author of this bill on three or four occasions in the last
few years. Similar bills have been introduced in the Senate.
A Senate bill was passed and it came over to the House. Hear-
ings were held over there I am told. But whatever hearings
there were up to within 60 days, or about that time, were confined
to the perishable products of the farm, included in fruits and
vegetables, and none other. Never was it mentioned that there
was a desire on the part of the people interested in the poultry
and egg business, from either the producers or the marketers,
until the Senate bill came to the Committee on Agriculture in
the House. Then, without any hearing, without any testimony
being taken from any source, or any person, outside of what
might have been discussed very briefly in the committee, there
wis then added to this really perishable property poultry and
eggs, an entirely different class of farm products, perishable to
an extent, but not perishable to the extent of fruits and vege-
tables. They were never so classified until it was engrafted
on this Senate bill and was reported as an amendment in the
House. While the Secretary of Agriculture and Chairman
Legge have indorsed this bill, their indorsement was before
poultry and eggs were included and no expression from either
of them thereafter. Nor has any farm organization to my
knowledge indorsed the bill after inclusion.

Now, let us see whom it will affect. It will affect, if you will
notice, first, those men who are doing business as corpora-
tions, cooperatives, or individuals, below in point of volume
the great packers, The packers were excepted from this bill
Why? Who are the leading competitors of the packers in the
sale and delivery of poultry and eggs in this country?

It is the large creameries, the middle-size creameries, the
small creameries, all either corporate or cooperative, who. as
auxiliaries of their business, have been shipping to the great
cities in the United States poultry and eggs. The competition
then is between this class of producers and dealers and the
packers, and the packers have been exempted.

Mr. MORGAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLOAN. I yield.

Mr. MORGAN. The fact is that there is not any demand
fsrcm the country for this legislation including poultry and eggs,

there?

Mr. SLOAN. I never heard of it.

Mr. MORGAN. The fact is that there is opposition to it, is
there not?
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Mr. SLOAN. There is opposition from every quarter of the
country by the legitimate organizations who are doing a good
honest business and serving their patrons and members who
should not be included without having their day in court, They
object to the laying of the heavy hand of this bill upon their
business until they can have hearings,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. SroaN] has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr., SLoaAn] be permitted to
continue for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Pur-
NELL] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr, Sroanx] may proceed for five additional minutes,
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLOAN. I yield.

Mr. ARENTZ. It seems to me there is a great deal of differ-
ence in the consideration that should be given to a carload of
fruits and vegetables in the market and the consideration
that should be given to a carload of poultry and eggs. In the
latter case you can put the poultry and eggs in cold storage in-
definitely. In the case of fruits and vegetables you have to
consider them at once. If they come in and are not handled
within a very short time, it is a loss to the shipper. I agree with
the gentleman from Nebraska that under no circumstances
should we include poultry and eggs, unless the legitimate deal-
ers and handlers of that class of material want the item in-
cluded in the bill. For that reason I am in favor of the
amendment.

Mr, SLOAN. As I said before, the perishable products con-
cerning which there has been discussion before Congress and
the committees of Congress and the public, have been confined
to fruits and vegetables, and those with degrees of perishability,
and the methods of handling poultry and eggs are more uni-
formly effective than fruits and vegetables. Now, without any
evidence, without any hearings, tl;xey add to fruits and vegetables
an industry much larger than is involved in fruits and vege-
tables. The best figures I could obtain recently show that the
poultry and egg business of this country, In recent years,
amounts to from 10 to 50 per cent more than the business of
fruits and vegetables. e

Now, why should the strong hand of this Government be ap-
plied ; simply because we are demanding farm relief? We are
all for it, but some of us do not want to spoil it and make it so
unpopular in legitimate business that opposition will multiply
instead of being removed.

I do not know, and I will not say, but that in the course of
time, as these matters are worked out, the poultry people may
desire protection along this line. But if they do, let it be done
as it has been done in all restrictive legislation that has been
carried on in the last hundred years; that is, where the prop-
erty or business of any great concern or class of concerns are
threatened in any way they shall be given a hearing, The
vilest eriminal brought to the bar of justice is given his day in
court.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.

Mr. SLOAN. 1 yield.

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. I was interested to know just
how the effectiveness of the bill would be impaired if poultry
and eggs were included?

Mr. SLOAN. It would simply place the bill right back where
it has been for the last seven or eight years—or the different
bills, and it would leave it confined to fruits and vegetables, and
I think that the bill so confined ought to be passed.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I do not think the gentleman
understood my question. I understand the chairman of the
committee has been very much interested in including poultry
and eggs?

Mr. SLOAN. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. And others who represent distriets
where there are pouliry and egg interests, are demanding that
these products be included.

How would the efficiency of this bill, in so far as granting pro-
tection to vegetables, be inferfered with by including eggs and
poultry?

Mr. SLOAN. It would make larger work, so far as that is
concerned, but we are not looking at the mere mechanics, We
are considering as a matter of justice. With this amendment
carried, I favor the bill.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. When we passed the farm bill we
did not say we would legislate only in reference to one product.
We included cotton, tobacco, wheat, and everything else, and it
occurs to me that is simply an administrative matter that could
be satisfactorily worked out.

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SLOAN. I think it should be left out of the bill, just as
I would think we should leave it out if we were going to place
some great burden upon the cotton dealers of the South. Why,
you gave hearings to the vegetable and fruit people, then took
without netice poultry and eggs to get the bill through. [Ap-

lause. ]
5 The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska
has again expired. .

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman stated that the
packers had been exempted from the bill. It is true; they have,
They are covered in the packer and stockyards act, a more
drastic measure. Therefore they were not included in this
measure.

The aim of this bill is to suppress unfair and fraudulent

practices in the marketing of perishable agricultural commodi-
ties, fresh fruit, fresh vegetables, live or dressed poultry, and
eggs. The gentleman has stated it would be injurious to the
producers and not be helpful as farm relief. To protect them
against unfair and fraudulent practices; that is what this bill
provides for. Aeccording to the amendment adopted the other
day we have made it dead certain now that the farmers come
in under this bill. They are subject to a fine of §500 if they
do not take out a license, and if they do and are found guilty of
violating the act, then the Secretary has the right to revoke or
suspend their licenses. It is true the farmers, if they sell their
own production, are exempted ; but the farmers are not selling
individually. They are members of cooperatives. The amend-
ment finally adopted exempts them if they are organized under
the Capper-Volstead Act, but that is cnly a small number of the
farmers. The largest number of farmers are in cooperative
organizations not covered under the Capper-Volstead Act.
Therefore they are to be licensed, and if they fail to take out a
license the fine is not to exceed $500, but if the license is
revoked the penalty is not more than $23 a day. That is what
the bill will do to the farmer in the way of farm relief,

What is the proposition before us? It is to exempt what?
Poultry and eggs. They are to be given a clean bill of health.
They may go on with their unfair practices. Their practices in
the past are known to everybody, and anyone who has no knowl-
edge of it has little knowledge of the marketing of poultry and
eggs. The practice got so distasteful only a few years ago that
very few in my section of the country would dare ship a case
of eggs. There were too miny checks protested, and some of
them got no checks and no pay, and some were requested to
gend a check to pay the freight. This was called to the atten-
tion of the committee, and the committee gave it consideration
about 10 years ago. We then amended the appropriation bill
and gave the interested parties the right to appeal to the
Secretary for a finding of facts, and to issue a certificate which
should be considered prima facie evidence in court.

The poultry and eggs were the very first to be selected to
receive consideration by the committee. After a year or two
we added fruits and a number of other things. But dealers in
these commodities were pointed out as the most dangerous of
all, and probably engaging in more unfair and fraudulent prac-
tices than any others. ;

Mr, SLOAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. SLOAN. Is it not a fact that there have been hearings
on this legislation relating to vegetables and fruit?

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. We have been at it about a year,
I think.

Mr. SLOAN. Why was not that done for those who are inter-
ested in poultry and eggs, that being the major factor in this
bill at this time?

Mr. HAUGEN. My friend, do you suppose anybody engaged
in unfair and fraudulent practices would appear before the com-
mittee in opposition to a measure of this kind? No opposition
was raised in the committee but we now have telegrams, letters
protesting, and appeals made to Members of Congress.

Mr. SLOAN. Did you give them any opportunity to be heard?
That is the test.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has
expired.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.

Mr., HAUGEN. Yes,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Would the retention of eggs and
poultry in this bill in any way impair the effectiveness of the
legislation with reference to the other products?

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly not. The proposition as it came
before the committee was to include perishable products. It
seems to me that Congress should take a broader view than that.

Will the gentleman yield?
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If there are crooks—wherever they may be—get them. That is
what we started out fto do. Nobody was invited to appear
before the committee, as far as I know. It was their privilege
to appear before the committee. We should have been pleased
to hear all interested parties and to give them consideration;
but have they presented themselves before the committee? No!

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Do I understand the gentleman thinks
that eggs and poultry ought to stay in the bill?

Mr. HAUGEN. I certainly do, unless you want to discrimi-
nate against the farmers and the dealers in poultry and eggs.
As I stated before, producers are included in the bill ; they are in
the bill; they are subject to the operation of the bill and they
are subject to the $500 penalty and to the revocation of their
licenses. The proposition is to exempt dealers in poultry and

eggs,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Who really wants them exempted? Is
it the farmer or is it the commission man?

Mr. HAUGEN. The bill was reported out by the committee
by unanimous consent with this provision in it. Now, the
proposition is to strike it out of the bill.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Who really wants to strike it out?

Mr. HAUGEN. I do not know and I can not tell the gentle-
man. For my part, I do not want it stricken out, and it is now
for the House to determine.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. BYRNS. I do not suppose the question of eggs and poul-
try was considered in the Senate when the Senate passed the
bill, and it seems to be in as a new proposition.

What I would like to know from the gentleman is what real,
genuine consideration was given by the committee to the in-
clusion of this new language. f

Mr. HAUGEN. We considered it from the beginning to the
end. It was brought up at the very first over a year ago.

Mr. BYRNS. The statement has been made here that there
was no consideration, or practically none, given to the question
and no hearings upon it.

Mr. HAUGEN. It was one of the first things taken into con-
sideration. ‘

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If the gentleman will permit, the
gentleman from Tennessee on Monday will show that he is
willing to overlook the action of the Senate in reference to an-
other matter and consider only a bill reported out by a House
committee without any hearing, which I think is a similar case.

Mr. BYRNS. I do not know to what bill the gentleman refers.

Mr. HAUGEN. The committee has given this bill weeks of
consideration, and, my friends, if you will compare this bill
with the bill as it was introduced you will see there is hardly
any resemblance, because it has been amended section after <ec-
tion, and much of the credit is due to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Atkins], who has had experience with enforcement of
this type of legislation in his State and has been of great help.

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman can get plenty of time, and
while I do not want to take up his time, yet I want to make my-
celf understood. Here I am a member of another committee; I
do not know anything particularly about this proposition except
that I am in favor of the general proposition, but I like to feel
that a committee as important as the gentleman's committee,
and one as careful as the gentleman's committee, has gone into
the facts with regard to the inclusion of these commission mer-
chants or any other group of commission merchants before I
vote for the bill; and I was struck by the statement made by
another prominent member of the gentleman’'s committee to the
effect that no real consideration was given to this guestion.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield to me inasmuch
as I think the gentleman refers to my statement?

Mr. HAUGEN. Let me answer the gentlemen, one at a time.
To my certain knowledge the Committee on Agriculture has given
this problem consideration for 15 years.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. ASWELL. I want to ask the gentleman a question. Is
it not a fact that we discussed poultry and eggs long before we
did fruits and vegetables?

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, years ago, and we have had it under
consideration during all these years, and what is the use of
investigating when we have knowledge of the matter? Hvery-
one surely knows what the situation is.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the chairman of the committee may have 10 minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Iowa may proceed for
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10 minutes more. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, and I shall not object, does not the committee intend
to finish up the argument on this guestion at the end of this
period? We have some other bills that are important.

Mr. HAUGEN. I do not want to interfere with others.
That is for the committee to determine.

Mr. JONES of Texas. But the whole day can be taken up
on this bill if we let it drag along.

Mr. PURNELL. I hope the gentleman will move to close
debate, :

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto
close in 30 minutes.

The CHATRMAN.
that purpose?

Mr. JONES of Texas.

Does the gentleman from Iowa yield for
Mr. Chairman, I am reserving the
right to object.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair put the question as to whether
there was objection to the request of the gentleman from

Indiana. -
I was addressing the Chair at the

Mr. JONES of Texas.
time.

Mr., HAUGEN. 1 started out to make a statement and I
would like to make it, but I have been interrupted with all
these questions.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have reserved the right to object,
and while I am not going to object——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair put the question as to whether
or not there was objection and the gentleman did not object.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I was addressing the
Chair at the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is recognized
for 10 additional minutes.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the chairman yield to me?

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly.

Mr. PURNELL, I want to say that I yield to no Member
of this House in my respect for the distinguished gentleman
who presides over the Committee on Agriculture, and the gen-
tleman would be the last Member in this House to misrepresent
anything. Does the gentleman mean to leave the impression
with the House that the Committee on Agriculture in consider-
ing this Senate bill, known as the Borah bill, dealing with fruits
and vegetables, at any time during its deliberations on this bill
considered poultry and eggs?

Mr. HAUGEN. Absolutely; we did.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman kindly tell me when it
was?

. Mr. HAUGEN.
sideration.

Mr. PURNELL, Is it not true, since we have brought up
the subject of what happened in committee, that the very first
time this matter was discussed was when the bill was being
read in executive session for amendment, and that no one was
heard for or against it?

Mr. HAUGEN. In executive session?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. HAUGEN. We had hearings on the bill.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order——

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, it was discnssed and gone over and over.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman is correct about having hear-
ings on the bill, but not as it affects poultry and eggs.

Mr. HAUGEN. We have had the whole bill under considera-
tion and poultry and eggs, including hay, was one of the first
amendments considered and agreed to. Later on hay was
stricken onut.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order the
gentleman is discussing matters that happened in executive
session, and I insist upon the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana makes the
point of order that discussion of the action within the commit-
tee is out of order,

Mr. ASWELL. And I insist upon the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order,
and the gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I think since the question
has been raised in debate, the members of the committee are
entitled to know whether or not we gave consideration to it.

Mr. ASWELL. I insist upon my point of order, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa has the floor
and will proceed in order.

Mr. HAUGEN. I stated it was given consideration all along.
It may be that the gentleman was not present at that time,

It could not have been adopted without con-
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Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman states we gave consideration
to poultry and eggs——

Mr. HAUGEN. Much of the time was devoted to a number of
amendments suggested by the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PURNELL. I say that gquestion was not considered until
the bill was read in executive session for amendment.

Mr. HAUGEN. It was talked about when it was incorporated
in the bill. The very first thing we did was that we agreed
upon that amendment.

As I have stated, the bill includes the farmers' cooperative
marketing associations. They will be classed as dealers, and as
such are subject to penalties, and if their licenses are revoked
they will be forced out of business or compelled to pay not
more than $25 per day.

This is not in line with legislation we have enacted heretofore.

Now, first we had an amendment to an appropriation bill
giving the farmers the right to collective bargaining, exempting
them from the antitruost law. Here they are put under this law
imposing a fine of not to exceed $500 in case they fail fo
take out a license, and if license is revoked a penalty of not
more than $25 for each day it continues. Here, by this amend-
ment, it is proposed that these poultry and egg people shall be
exempted from this act. That does not seem fair. Who are
these gentlemen, and what are they here for?

We recall the experience of the Ohio farmers, who, together
with bankers and merchants, met to discuss the price of milk.
They were receiving 14 cents and were paying more than $50
a ton for bran. Milk was retailed at 25 cents. Upon their re-
turn to their homes, they were called on the phone and re-
quested to report to the sheriff. They requested that they be
excused and agreed to report in the morning. They were ad-
vised that their request would be given consideration, but at 3
o'clock in the morning the sheriff knocked at the door, got
them out of bed, and lodged them in jail and kept them there
until 11 o'clock, denying them their right to give bond.

You recall that on the 80th of November, 1927, the Federated
Agricultural Trades of America was organized at Chicago, with
W. F. Jensen, president, and Harrison F., Jones, as secretary,
who, by the way, is secretary of the National Poultry, Butter
& Egg Association. For what purpose? Just as Mr. Jensen
stated at the organization meeting, as follows:

The issue now is that of cooperative marketing, not in a small way
but on a national scale, and in the big terminal markets for the
purpose of establishing producer control of value.

Any person, firm, corporation, or association beli¢ving in the pur-
poses of the federation ean become a member. The amount of the dues
varies with the size of the organization becoming a member, but
ranges nominally from $50 to $100 per year for business concerns.
Fees for trade associations taking out membership probably would be
on a higher basis. .

Recently it was stated in a telegram that—
The federation expects soon to have 50,000 members.

Fifty thousand members soon, at the lowest fee—$50—would
mean $2,500,000.

I repeat, “ The issue now is that of cooperative marketing
not in a small way but on a national seale.” Hence not only
to destroy cooperative marketing already established but to
defeat legislation to promote cooperative marketing on a na-
tional scale, as provided in the McNary-Haugen bill.

Secretary of Agriculture Jardine, in his letter of March 22,
1928, to United States Senator Gooding regarding the agri-
cultural trades conference held at the Palmer House in Chicago
November 30, 1927, called by W. F. Jensen, states:

I have a number of reports on this meeting, and I am fairly familiar
with its deliberations. ®* * * Apparently nearly all the speeches
delivered at this meeting were distinetly hostile to cooperative mar-
keting.

Professor Potter, head of the animal husbandry department
of the Oregon State Agricultural College, who was present at all
sessions of the Chicago meeting, in a letter to Senator McNARY,
states:

* * ® Yar was declared on cooperative farm marketing * * *
and we are determined to fight it to the last diteh. They were particu-
larly alarmed at the national scope of some of our cooperative organi-
gations. There was much bitterness against the whole cooperative
movement., The avowed objective of the organization was to oppose by
every means possible, all Federal, State, and county aid to agricultural
cooperation. A permanent organization was formed and plans laid for
the raising of a large sum of money. This money was to be used—

(1) To oppose all leglslation designed to ald the formation of agri-
cultural eooperatives;

(2) To have declared unconstitutional, wherever possible, present
cooperative laws; and
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(3) To stop propaganda in favor of agricultural cooperation on the
part of the United States Department of Agriculture, State agricul-
tural colleges, and county agents.

Is it not fair to assume that they are going to embarrass the
farmers in every way that they can? Can you go home and
tell your constituents that you looked after their interests when
they are to be fined $500 for violation and that the Secretary
may revoke their license, and make them pay $25 a day? You
can not say to these that you are regulating them and letting
the poultry and egg dealers go scot-free.

Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN, 1 yield.

Mr. GLOVER. This bill is aimed against fraudulent prac-
tices: I would like to know why any man engaged in fraudulent
practices would want a hearing?

Mr. HAUGEN. I think that question answers itself. They
did not appear before the committee.

Mr. SLOAN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.
Mr. SLOAN. There are many great firms of business men

handling these articles who have their agents in every great
city in the United States, and every one of them is placed under
this legislative burden. It seems to me that the gentleman is
a little free in characterizing these people who have been doing
a reputable business as crooks.

Mr. GLOVYER. This bill would not touch them:; it would not
touch a man unless he is engaged in unfair and fraudulent
practices ; and if he is, it ought to touch him.

Mr. SLOAN. Every reputable organization would be put
under the burden, and if he is his business would be handi-
capped and hobbled.

Mr. HAUGEN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say in con-
clusion that there are people engaged in unfair and fraudulent
practices. There are also some high-minded and excellent men,
honorable men, in the business. They have no objection to the
bill. Those who conduct a fair and honorable business do not
object to the bill, But the people engaged in these practices,
of course, did not appear. They worked on the outside; they
have been sending telegrams and writing to Members; they did
not appear before the committee in the hearings on any bill
that we had up for consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment be closed in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this amendment be closed in 20
minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the amendment. It seems to me, gentlemen, that we have
not yet had any sound reason for the elimination of these ar-
ticles from the bill.

First, I want to address myself to the remarks of the gentle-
man from Nebraska. His argument was first of all that proper
hearings were not given to the public. I submit that it is en-
tirely within the prerogative of every committee and every
member of the committee to submit legislation here regardless
of any pressure from without. Therefore, it does not go to the
merits of the amendment simply to say that public hearings
were not held on this particular provision that includes poultry
and eggs. I think this is neither the time nor the place to dis-
cuss what happened in the committee, further than to say in
defense of the chairman of the committee that this matter was
brought up repeatedly., I do not say that extensive hearings
were had on it. The advisability of including in the bill these
items was discussed a number of times. I pass that point now,
except to go back to emphasize that the committee acted abso-
lately within its rights and prerogatives as representing the
interests of their constituents, the different members of a com-
mittee should certainly be permitted to initiate legislation to
help their people, even if no pressure is brought to bear upon
them from without.

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. SLOAN. Can the gentleman point to any legislation going
through this House in the last hundred years where large indus-
tries of the United States were affected, where hearings were
not granted those interests by the committee? I challenge him
to mention one. He says the committee has the power. Yes;
lt)he- lion ean use the lion's power, but he does not usually profit

y it.

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. I go a step farther and say that
a Member not only has the power, but it becomes his duty to
suggest legislation which will benefit the publie.

Mr. SLOAN. Then it has never been exercised.

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. I pass to another point, and that
is this. What caused pouliry and eggs to be introduced into
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this bill? We have in the United States a limited number of
people engaged in the production of fruit and vegetables. I
happen to be interested in the growing of fruit and have no
personal interest in poultry; but it shéuld be remembered that
in this country poultry and eggs aggregate the tremendous
amount of $1,150,000,000 a year.

Where only a limited number are engaged in the production
of perishable fruits and vegetables, practically every farmer
in the United States is engaged in the production of poultry
and eggs. In a general way the same conditions obtain with
reference to poultry and eggs as to fruits and vegetables,
because poultry and eggs have the same perishable quality as
fruits and vegetables, though not identical; and if you can
effect legislation here that will touch practically every farmer
in the country, practically 100 per cent of our farmers, then
it is indeed very important that that provision should stay in
the bill, so that the farmer may have the benefit of it in the
broadest possible way.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia.
yield?

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman's own district is
one of the most important districts in the matter of the pro-
duction of poultry and eggs in this country, is it not?

Mr. GARBER of Virginia. The Shenandoah Valley, in which
a large portion of my districet lies, produces a larger amount
of poultry and eggs probably than any other district represented
in this Congress. It is also the third largest fruit-growing
section in the United States; and my desire is to protect poul-
try and eggs as well as fruit. The point is raised that the
producer at home is not favoring the inclusion of poultry and
eggs in this bill. I say, of my own personal knowledge, that in
my own district there are hundreds of large producers of poul-
try and eggs who are tremendously intefested in this provision
of the bill. Why did they not appear before the committee?
Simply because the farmers are not organized and can not appear
before a committee at a moment’s notice like some of the large
organizations that are makiu_; themselves heard at this time.
It becomes our duty, therefore, to represent those who ean not
appear here in person to impress their inferests upon Congress,
I favor the bill because it will greatly benefit a large group
of fruit and vegetable growers. I oppose the amendment that
would eliminate poultry and eggs because it would deny a
great benefit to a still larger group of farmers who do not
produce fruit and vegetables commercially but who do pro-
duce for market poultry and eggs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr., ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, this provision in the bill came
along and was incorporated in it, although nobody appeared
before the committee from the outside advocating it. It was
talked at different times by members of the committee. How-
ever, we do konow this, that legislation regulating commission
merchants covers poultry and eggs just the same as it does
fruits and vegetables. If there is any excuse for a law regulat-
ing commission merchants, it should be for the sale of poultry
and eggs as well as for the sale of fruits and vegetables. When
we put the law on the statute books in Illinois, the big part of
the argument came from the producers of poultry and eggs,
because they had been shipping in to irresponsible commission
merchants and had been done out of the price of their com-
modity. We talk about uniform legislation. As far as our
people are concerned, we have a law in Illinois that takes care
of the matter. The same agency in many cases that handles the
fruit handles poultry and eggs, and the same law regulates them.
This came along and was put in the bill in conformity with every
other commission merchant law in the various States that I
know of. Of course, it occurs to me that the States could well
take care of this proposition themselves, and I was not particu-
larly enthusiastic about putting another $10 and another pen-
alty on the commission merchants of Illinois; but as I stated
yesterday, people in other parts of the country are complaining
about it, where they do not have any State law, and I said that
I would go along with the law if they would write it so that I
could be for it, which they did. The fellow who is most inter-
ested, the fellow who is being done out of his profit is the
producer back in the country, who is sending his produce to
somebody in the city to sell for him. Since hard times have
come, the poultry business in our part of the country has in-
creased very much, and the farmers have turned their attention
more to poultry than ever before. If there is any reason for
regulating an unscrupulous merchant who handles your apples,
the same reason exists for regulating him when he handles your
poultry and eggs., As far as I am concerned, I am opposed to
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
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Mr. SLOAN. As I understand it, this applies to dealers as
well as to commission merchants and brokers.

Mr. ADKINS. Yes; and I will tell you why it applies to the
dealer. The commission merchant has turned dealer in many
cases, He goes and buys your stuff in the country, f. o. b.
cars, and gets you to ship it in, and then he takes his discount
off you. That is why he is designated as a dealer; otherwise
you might as well pass no law. They say to you, * Mr. SLoAN,
we will buy your poultry and your fruits and eggs and vege-
tables, f. 0. b. cars,” and you send it in to them, and you are
about a thousand miles away, and then they say that it is not
what he thought he was buying or what he bought, and that is
the only excuse, I say, for a law of this kind.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman does not wundertake to
say that that evil exists to any appreciable extent in the
business?

Mr. ADKINS. Oh, yes. Poultry producers furnished about
the same per cent of testimony when we passed the law in
Illinois as did the fruit men.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. SNOW. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I rise in support of the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. PurRNELL].

In the first place, I would like to make an observation or two
regarding the remarks made 15 or 20 minutes ago by the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Grover]. He is entitled to his
opinion on this amendment, so are other Members of the
House, and so am I. The only inference, however, that can be
drawn from his remarks is that in case any Member has the
audacity and temerity to stand up here and support the Purnell
amendment, that Member is not a friend of the farmer and is
not interested in agriculture. Since when was the gentlemen
from Arkansas commissioned to represent agriculture in this
House and act as its spokesman? Let me say to him that
there are many of us here who are just as sincerely interested in
agriculture as he ever dared to be; that his remarks were
unfair, dogmatic, and unjust; and that he ought to be zshamed
of himself for uttering such insinuations and innuendoes on the
floor of this House. [Applause.]

I have the homor to be a member of this Committee on
Agriculture and am vitally interested in this so-called Summers
bill. I come from a district which is just as much interested
in this legislation as is any other district represented here in
Congress. It took the dealers and commission fruit and vege-
table men 10 years to get together and agree upon the Summers
bill. I do not know whether the poultry and egg men would
be able to agree upon any bill at this time as they have been
given absolutely no opportunity, and have not as yet asked for
any legislation. I would be for this bill as it stands, with
eggs and poultry included, if I felt that the time was ripe to
include those products in this bill, and would be one of the
first here to vote for it. My theory is—and I am honest in
entertaining it—that if you begin to overload this original bill
and weight it down the only result will be that when it reaches
the Senate such opposition will be engendered by the insertion
of eggs and poultry that the bill will die there and the farmer
producing fruit and vegetables will be left still holding the
bag. The Borah bill is very much like the Summers bill, and
when the former bill was passed by the Senate eggs and poultry
were not included.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNOW. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am very much interested in the gentle-
man’s argument, and I can see some force in it. But I was just
wondering if there was any reason for the amendment outside
of the fact that it would endanger the bill if we should include
eggs and poultry—any reason outside of those reasons that have
been named here?

Mr. SNOW. In answer I will say that in my humble opinion
the time is not ripe for the inclusion of eggs and poultry in this
bill or for the enactment of a separate bill for eggs and poultry.
Half a loaf is better than nothing, and I believe it will be better
for us to get something rather than nothing. As I said before,
it has taken 10 years for the farmers producing fruits and vege-
tables and the commission men and dealers to get together on
this bill, and it will take the egg and poultry men some time to
do likewise. In the meantime I suggest that we let well enough
alone and not cram down their throats a section they kmow
nothing about, have not asked for, and will probably oppose
should it pass this House and go over to the Senate. In other
words, let us not add to this bill something that has not been
asked for and by so doing endanger the passage of the bill itself.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am very much in favor of this bill, so
much so that I think eggs and poultry should go in. But when

I see the Committee on Agriculture is divided upon this question
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of eggs and poultry, it seems to me doubtful if we should keep
this provision in at this time,

Mr. SNOW. I hope you will vote for the Purnell amendment.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. SNOW. Yes.

Mr. FULLER. Will the gentleman please tell us what is the
basiec difference between fruits and vegetables and eggs and
poultry?

Mr. SNOW. Yes.

Mr. FULLER. What is it?

Mr. SNOW. They are handled differently. I think the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ArenxTtz] answered the gentleman’s
question in his remarks a few minutes ago.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maine
has expired.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog-

nized,

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Maine may have five minutes more.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, Mr. Chairman, I yield half a
minute to the gentleman from Maine. I was recognized.

Mr. SNOW. I appreciate the kindness of the gentleman from
Alabama.

Mr. GLOVER. The gentleman is just as much mistaken in
mistaking the meaning of my speech as he was in pronouncing
the word “Arkansas” as “Ar-kan-sas.” It is not “Ar-kan-sas”
but it is “Ark-an-saw.” [Laughter.]

Mr. SNOW. Whether it be “Ar-kan-sas” or “Ark-an-saw,” it
is one mighty good State. [Applause.]

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr, Chairman, I have no requests
to support this bill and no requests to oppose it, and the only
interest I feel in the bill was prompted by the debate I heard
this morning.

I was interested to know that the chairman of the committee
and other Members of the House felt that farm constituents of
theirs desired to have eggs and poultry included. Certainiy no
good reasons have been given why this legislation sheuld be
restrictive, but I feel that it should be broad enough to cover
all farm interests that now suffer from fraudulent practices.
That is why I asked the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
Sroax] if he could point out where the legislation, in so far as
it seeks to protect fruits and vegetables, would be impaired by
including poultry and eggs, and I have yet to hear anyone who
claims to give answer fo such question,

I can understand why some gentlemen here, possibly those
who sponsor the pending amendment, should favor it. Those
products, poultry and eggs, probably are handled through coop-
eratives in a very satisfactory way, and they may think, there-
fore, that it is not important that they should be included, but
when you find that Arkansas and the West and other sections,
not feeling that their farmers are so well organized as to handle
these products, and it is diffienlt for me to see why these prod-
uects ghould not be included. Your committee brought it here, we
are informed, through a unanimous report, and this opposition
has suddenly developed.

That is all I wish to say about the merits of the bill. I did
want to advert to the penalty provision which the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Harg] called attention to, and which
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. SumMers] felt was
answered by the part of the act he read; but the gentleman
omitted to read what to my mind is an important and far-
reaching proviso or limitation. The gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. SumMmEess], felt that there was no basis for the appre-
hension of the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. HAgg]
beeause of this language, which he read:

This aet shall not abrogate nor nullify any of the statutes, whether
State or Federal, dealing with the same subject as this act, but it is
intended that all such statutes shall remain in full force and effect.

Here is the important language which the gentleman from
‘Washington [Mr., SuMMERsS] omitted to read:

Except so far only as they are inconsistent herewith or repugnant
hereto.

This exception is vital and would serve to protect the language
and integrity of this bill, and to repeal any existing law in con-
flict therewith. This act, if inconsistent with any existing law,
would stand and the other fall. 8o surely there is ground for
the apprehension expressed by the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Hare]. Why, if that is not true, was this significant
language inserted: “ Except in so far as they are inconsistent
herewith or repugnant hereto?” Of course that means that
where you have another statute dealing with this same subject
and the penalty therein is different than here, such statute
would be inconsistent with this bill, and the provision of the
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older statute found to be in conflict would fail. Certainly no
one can dispute that statement.

I pause for an explanation from the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. SUMMERS].

Mr. HARE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I yield.

Mr. HARE. Does not the gentleman think that that lan-
guage, in effect, will mean the repeal of the existing law?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Unquestionably. I wait for the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. SuMMEers], who, I believe, is
an eminent physician and not a lawyer, to tell me how he would
interpret the exception which I have read.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I was absent from the Cham-
ber for a few minutes and I did not hear what the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr., OLIvER] said.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I called attention to the fact that
the gentleman, through inadvertence, I am sure, read the first
‘four lines which he thought answered completely what the gen-
tleman from Sonth Carolina [Mr. Hare] feared might repeal
an existing law. The gentleman from Washington [Mr, SuMm-
MERS] omitted, however, to read what, to my mind, is very
significant language.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. OLiviEr] has expired.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I did it through inadvertence,
but later, as the Recorp will disclose, I read to the House the
entire provision, including the exception referred to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the
committee amendment,

The question was taken; and upon a division (demanded by
Mr. Grover) there were ayes 67 and noes 53.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers,

Tellers were ordered ; and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr.
HAavuces and Mr. PURNELL.

The committee divided, and the tellers reported that there
were ayes 76 and noes 73.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend-
ment as amended.

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill to the House with an amendment,
with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed to and
the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. HARE, Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to offer.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Harg] is too late.

Mr, HARE. Mr. Chairman, I was on my feet, seeking recog-
nition.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has put the guestion on the
committee amendment as amended. No one asked for recog-
nition, '

The gentleman from Iowa moves that the committee do now
rise and report the bill back to the House with the recommenda-
tion that the amendment be agreed to, and that the bill as
amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore
[Mr, Tmsox] having resumed the chair, Mr, Leavitt, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee, having had under consideration
the bill 8. 108, had directed him to report the same back to
the House with an amendment, with the recommendation that
the amendment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do

pass,

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask a separate vote on the
Purnell amendment,

Mr. LEAVITT. There is only one amendment, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is but a single amend-
ment. The question is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. HAUGEN. I move the previous question, Mr. Speaker,
on the bill and amendment to final passage,

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment,

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LEHLBACH. If the amendment is voted down, then
the Senate bill becomes the bill that is passed in the House,
does it not?

The SPEAEER pro tempore,
sey is correct.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN]
demanded a separate vote on the Purnell amendment. There

The gentleman from New Jer-
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is only one amendment and that is the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute to the Senate bill. I think the
House does not understand clearly just what the parliamentary
situation is, and it might be well for the Speaker to explain to
the House just what is the parliamentary situation. Let me
make this observation: That the amendments that were agreed
to in the Committee of the Whole to the committee amendment
are amendments in the second degree on which separate votes
can not be had in the House. The only separate vote is on
lt,l‘{]e committee amendment as amended and reported to the
ouse,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House has been consider-
ing the bill 8. 108. The Committee on Agriculture amended that
bill by striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting
an amendment of its own. That amendment has been per-
fected in the Committee of the Whole and has been reported to
the House as a single amendment,

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. ASWELL. Is it in order to ask for a separate vote on
the last amendment?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is only one amendment
pending, and that is the entire bill.

Mr. ASWELL. Is it in order to ask for a separate vote on
the amendment to the amendment?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No. There is only one amend-
ment that has been reported to the House. The House has no
knowledge of any action taken by the Committee of the Whole,
except as reported to it by the Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, as I understand, the
committee in reporting out the bill struck out all after the enact-
ing clause of the Senate bill and substituted in lieu thereof an
amendment. Is that correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore, That is correct.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. And that is the report of the
committee?

The SPEAKER pro tempore., Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Now, that came before the Com-
mittee of the Whole as the report of the committee on that
bill. That report of the committee was amended by striking
out a portion of it. Is it mot in order to ask for a separate
vote on the amendment changing the bill as reported out by
the committee?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not at all.
amendment reported.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, what is the differ-
ence between amending an original bill, reported out by a com-
mittee by striking out a part of it in Committee of the Whole,
and amending an amendment in the nature of a bill reported
by the committee by striking out part of it?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. One is an amendment to a
bill, which the House has a right to act upon. The other is
an amendment to an amendment, and that is a matter for the
Committee of the Whole to act upon. The Committee of the
Whole has taken action.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Was not the bill reported out by
the committee, in effect, a separate bill, although ecalled an
amendment? It was called an amendment perhaps for the pur-
pose as indicated on yesterday—of preventing it being read sec-
tion by seetion; but it is in fact a substitute bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is no question whatever
as to the action of the committee; but, from a parliamentary
standpoint this is but a single amendment, and so far as the
House is concerned the House is at liberty to vote on but one
amendment.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speéeaker, may I make a suggestion? If
the Speaker has not done so, I think it would clear the
atmosphere if the Speaker would state whether or not a sepa-
rate vote could be had upon the amendment which I offered
and which was adopted in committee,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has already stated
that there can be no vote except on the amendment which is
now pending.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, as I understand, the only way
a separafe vote can be secured is by unanimous consent?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman Is entirely
correct.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that a
geparate vote be had on that amendment.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order against
that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, A point of order would stop
that, and it could only be done by unanimous consent.

Mr. PURNELL. . I make the point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The point of order is sustained.

There is only one
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Mr. ASWELL. TIs it in order to move to recommit the bill
now?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not until the bill has been read
the third time.

Mr. ASWELL. Has it been read the third time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now is on agree-
ing to the amendment, which is the House bill as amended ; and
if that motion carries, then a motion for the third reading of
the bill will be in order.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARNER. Suppose the House agrees to this amendment
and the gentleman from Louisiana desires to make a motion to
recommit the bill to the committee with instruections to report
forthwith restoring the language stricken out by the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana. Would that be in order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It impresses the Chair as a
first impression that it would be in order, but the Chair would
wish to refresh his memory as to the precedents before making
a ruling.

Mr. %AI{NER. That is the main point. The object of the
House is to get a vote on that particular amendment. If we
can not get it by unanimous consent, the query is: If the gentle-
man from Louisiana shall make a motion to recommit the bill
to the committee with instructions to report forthwith, would
it be in order for him to make that motion, restoring the lan-
guage stricken out by the amendment of the gentleman from
Indiana?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It seems so to the Chair.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the House by its vote adopts the
amendment, surely you can not move to recommit, because that
question has been raised here repeatedly.

Mr. JONES of Texas. And that would be changing the action
already taken by the House. If this amendment is adopted, then
the House can not change its action after once adopting the
amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House often changes its
action in its effect by a motion to recommit,

Mr. LEHLBACH, Mr. Speaker, I would like to be heard.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will hear the gen-

tleman from New Jersey.
- Mr. LEHLBACH. It is the rule of this House that when
the House adopts an amendment to a proposition before it a
motion to recommit providing for a further modification of the
amendment already adopted by the House does not lie.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is correct. That is the
general rule,

Mr. LEHLBACH. Then a motion to recommit restoring the
language stricken out by the Purnell amendment would be out
of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. But the gentleman did not state
that it would necessarily be a motion to restore the language
stricken out by the Purnell amendment. If that is the only
purpose of it, the House having acted upon it once, the Chair
thinks a point of order would lie.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, carrying that idea further,
the House is not going to have an opportunity to act upon it
until after the third reading.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The House can vote down the entire
amendment,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state, upon an
examination of the authorities, that if the only effect of the
motion to recommit would be to restore the language stricken
out by the Purnell amendment, after it has been acted upon as
a part of the amendment, it would not be in order.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is it in order to move to recom-
mit the whole bill ?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A motion to recommit is cer-
tainly in order and can not be taken away. The guestion is on
agreeing to the amendment, which is the House bill.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The guestion is on the third
reading of the Senate bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Agriculture.

- The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the genfleman opposed to
the bill?

Mr. ASWELL. I certainly am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Louisiana
moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on Agriculture,

The question was taken; and the Chair announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr., ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, I deinand the yeas and nays,

LXXII—563

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
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favor of taking

this vote by the yeas and nays will rise and stand until counted.
[After counting.] Thirty-nine gentlemen have risen, not a suffi-

cient number.

Mr. ASWEIA. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no quorum.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker,

What is before the House?
Mr. LAGUARDIA. A point of no quorum.
The gentleman from Louisiana
has made the point of no quorum.
Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw that and ask for a

The SPEAKER pro tempore,

division.

a parliamentary inquiry,

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, the Chair announced on thelast
motion made in the House that the ayes had it, but there was no
division, and I demand a division.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman's request comes
too late. The question is on agreeing to the motion to recommit.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, I now renew my request for the
yeas and nays. If we could have the other side, I would make
that request, but I understand the Chair to rule that that is
not now in order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
[After counting.]

number.

All those in favor of taking this
vote by the yeas and nays will rise and stand until counted.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 64, nays 224,
not voting 139, as follows:
[Roll No. 37]

Aswell
Bachmann

Buc

Busby

Byrns

Cannon
Cooper, Tenn.
gooper. Wis.

0x
Craddock
Davis
Dowcll
Drew

Fnton Colo.

Abernethy
Ackerman

ZE8
Brigham
Browne
Buchanan
Burtness
Butler
Cable
Campbell, Towa
Campbell, Pa.
Carter, Wyo.
Cartwright
Chalmers
Christgan
Christopherson
Clague
Clancy
Clark, Md.
Clark, N. C.
Cochran, Mo.
Cochmn. Pa.
Cole
Collier
Collins
Colton

Dallinger
Darrow
Dempsey
Denison
De Priest

YEAS—64
Edwards Kincheloe
Eslick Kinzer
Esterly Lampert
Frear Lanbam
Fuller Lozier
Garber, Va. McKeown
Glover MeMillan
Haugen McReynolds
log Menges
Huddleston Milligan
Hull, Wis. Moore, Va.
Johnson, Okla. Nelson, Mo.
Jones, Tex. Newhall
Kading O'Connor, La.
Kendall, Ky. Oliver, Ala.
Kerr Oliver, N. Y.
NAYS—224
Dickstein Jenkins
Doughton Johnson, Nebr.
Doxey Johnson, 8. Dak.
Drane Johnson, Tex.
Driver Johnston, Mo.
Dunbar Kahn
Dyer Kearns
Eaton, N. J. Kem,
Eng]ehrlght Kendall, Pa.
Evans, Calif. Ketcham
Evans, Mont. Kiefner
Fenn Knutson
Finley Korell
Fisher Kvale
Fitzgerald LaGuardia
Fitzpatrick Lambertson
Fort Lankford, Ga.
Foss Lankford, Va.
Free Lea
French Leavitt
Fulmer Lehlbach
Gambrill Linthicum
Garber, Okla. Luce
Garner Ludlow
Gibson McClintock, Ohio
Goldsborough MeCormack, Mags,
Goodwin MeCormick, I11.
Granfield Mc¢Laughlin
Teen MecLeod
Greenwood McSwain
Griffin Maas
Guyer Manlove
Hadle Mansfleld
Hall, 111 Mapes
Hall, Ind. Martin
all, Miss, Miclinelson
Hall, N. Dak Michener
alsey Miller
Hammer Montet
Hardy Moore, Ky,
are Morehea
Hawley Morgan
Hicke: Nelson, Me.
Hill, Ala. Nelson, Wis,
Hill, Wash. Niedringhaus
Hoffman Nolan
Holaday 0'Connor, Okla.
Hooper Oldfield
Hope Palmer
Hopkins Palmisano
Houston, Del. Patman
Howard Pittenger
Hudson Prall
Hull, Morton I).  Pratt, IIarL'ourt J.
Hull, William E. Pratt, Ruth
Irwin ne!l

Forty-nine Members have risen, a sufficient

Ragon
Ramspeck
Rankin
Romjue
Rutherford
Schafer, Wis.
Shaffer, Va.
Sproul, IL
Stafford
Sumners, Tex.
Swanson
Tarver
Tinkham
Tucker
Wilson
Wright

Quin

Rainey, Henry T.
Ramey, Frank M.
Ramseyer

Reece
Reed, N. Y.
Reid, I1L.
Robinson
Rowbottom

Sandlin
Schneider
Sears

Sefer
Seiberling
Selvig

Shott, W. Va.
Simmons
Binclair

Sloan

Smith, Idaho

Smith, W. Va,

Snow

Bparks

Speaks
Pmul Kans.

‘mmm ers, Wash,

g
Tﬂ ylor, Colo.
Taylor, Tenn.
Tem ple
Thatcher
Thompson
Thurston
Tilson
Timberlake
Vinson, Ga.
Warren
Wason
Wa tres

Wat
“e]ch (‘ﬂllf
Welsh, Pa.

Whitehead
Whitley
Whittington
Williams
Wingo
Wolfenden
Wolverton, N. J.
Wolverton, W. Va.
Wood
Woodruff

tes
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Aldrich Douglas, Ariz. Kuns Short, Mo.
Al.lfood .Douglass, Mass. Kurtz Bhreve
Auf der Heide Doutrich Langley Bimma
Bacon Doyle Larsen Birovich
Baird Elliott Leech Snell
Bankhead Ellis Letts Somers, N. Y.
Beck Estep Lindsay Spearing
Bee Fish McClintie, Okla. Btalker
Bell Freeman MeDuffie Steagall
glack gm‘mtt \icFadé.len g%edmnn

olton asque ngra ¥ evenson
Brand, Ohio Gavagan Mea Stobbs
Britten Gifford \Ierrltt Strong, Kans.
Brumm Golder Montague Btrong, Pa.
Brunner Graham Mooney Bullivan, N. Y.
Burdick Gregory Moore, Ohju Bullivan, Pa.
Canfield Hale ouser Bwick
Carley Hancock Murphy ber
Carter, Calif, Hartley Norton Treadway
Celler Hastings 0'Connell Turpin
Chase Hess 0'Connor, N. Y. Underhill
Chindblom Hoch Wen Underwood =
Clarke, N. Y. Hudspeth Parker
Conner Hull, Tenn. arks Vineent, Mich,
Cannolfy Igoe Patterson Wainwright
(‘ Ohi gaﬁm - ;ex;iey Wnl:::er

00 er. o effers erkins e

f Johnson, I1L Porter Wigglesworth
1 (_,maser Johnson, Ind. Pon Williamson
Crowther Johnson, Wash. Pritchard Woodrum
Curry Jonas, N.C Quayle ‘Wurzbach
Davenport Kelly Ransley Wyant
Rouen Kennedy Rayburn Yon

Dickinson Kiess Rogers Zihlman
Dominick Kopp Sander& N. Y.

So the motion to recommit was rejected.
The following pairs were announced :
General pairs until further notice:

Mr. Spell with Mr. Pon.

* Mr, McFadden with Mr., Jeffers

Mr. Crowther with Mr. Hull of Tennessee.

Mr. Beck with Mr. Garrett.

Mr. Hoch with Mr. Carley.

Mrs, Rogers with Mrs. Owen.

Mr. Murphy with Hr 0’'Connell of New York.

Mr. Treadw with Mr. Dominick,

Mr. Kiess with Mr. Gasque.

Mr, Vestal with Mr. Brunner.

Mr, Carter of California with Mr. Spearing.

Mr. Johnson of Washington with Mr. Gn.vnsnn

Mr. Moore of Ohio with Mr. Underwood.

Mr. Short with Mr. Black.

Mr, Porter with Mr, Allgood.

Mr. Fhreve with Mr. Mead.

Mr. lesworth with Mr. Bell

Mr. S\\' ck with Mr. Celler.

Mr. Britten with Mr. Douglas of Arizona.

Mr. Letts with Mr. Lindsay.

Wyant with Mr. Ray

Elliott with Mr. Douglass of Massachusetts.

Perking with Mr. O'Connor of New York.

Golder with Mr. Bankhead.

Magrady with Mr. Canfleld.

Mr. Connolly with Mr, McDuffie,

Mr. Mouser with Mr. Connery.

Mr. Hilis with Mr. Mooueil

Mr. Strong of Pen_ns lvania with Mr. Gregory.

Mr. Fish with eClintic of Oklahoma.
Graham with Mr. Crosser.

Mr Hartley with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Ransley with Mr. Stevenson.

Mr, Merritt with Mr. Yon.

Mr. Zihlman with Mrs. Norton.

Mrs. Langley with Mr. Kunz.

Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr p with Mr. Montague.

Mr l‘;er with Mr. Somers of New York,

Mr. Beers with Mr. Patterson.

Mr. (‘hlndh}om with Mr. Sullivan of New York.

. Davenport with Mr. Larsen.
. Cooper of ()hlo with Mr. Woodrum.
Doutrich with Mr, Qulu’e
. Hancock with Mr. Steagall
. Johnson of Indiana with Mr. Sirovich.
. Hess with Mr. DeRouen.
. Willlamson with Mr., Kennedy.
. Kurtz with Mr, Hudspeth.
. Freeman with Mr. Doyle.
. Gifford with Mr. Stedman.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The guestion is on the passage
of the bill.
The question was taken, and the bill was passed.
A motion by Mr. HAvGEN to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed was laid on the table.
TO PROMOTE AGRICULTURE

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R 2152,
to promote the agriculture of the United States by expanding in
the foreign field the service now rendered by the United States
Department df Agriculture in acquiring and diffusing useful
information regarding agriculture, and for other purposes.

And I ask unanimous consent to substitute the bill 8. 2043.

Mr. STAFFORD. To that substitution, Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is heard. The House
automatically resolves itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union,
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Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. LeaviTT in
the chalr,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAUGEN. DMr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. KercaaM] 20 minutes.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, if you will be patient for a few minutes I think I shall
not detain you longer. The bill before you for consideration
this afternoon, H. R, 2152, is to all intents and purposes a
duplicate of the bill that has already passed the House on two
previous occasions—once, according to my recollection, under
unanimous consent.

An expanding foreign service has been a part of the program
of the Department of Agriculture for a long time. Naturally
I think you understand what is in mind. We have what we
know in the Department of Agriculture as the Burean of Agri-
cultural Economics, and one of the divisions in that burean is
the division of foreign service. It is the purpose of this bureau
to have established at a few strategic points in foreign countries
representatives of the Department of Agriculture to gather sta-
tistical information that will be of assistance to the Department
of Agriculture, pot only in matters of production but also in
splendid work of the nmew Farm Board along the lines of
marketing.

On the two previous oceasions when the bill was passed we
had not yet set up that wonderful new organization that we
now have under the agricultural marketing act, namely, the
Federal Farm Board.

One of the very first steps taken by the new Federal Farm
Board when it came into operation last year was to eall a meet-
ing of the board for the purpose of considering this whole ques-
tion of the foreign service department in the Department of
Agriculture.

After giving it very careful consideration a select committee
of three economists of the country was appointed by the Farm
Board to make an investigation of the whole subject and report.
That committee was made up of Dean Edwin S. Gay, Dr. Alonzo
Taylor, and Mr. Asher Hobson, all eminent economists, After
a survey of the whole subject, they brought back a report in
which they say:

Its greatest lack is permanent foreign reporting stations and com-
modity and marketing estimators. If the Department of Agriculture
is to report in anything like a satisfactory manner the world situation
on important commodities, it will require no less than 10 foreign posts
to cover the important producing and consuming areas.

I pause for a moment to emphasize the idea of the 10. Ten
posts should be established in strategic foreign situations in
order that first-hand and aecurate information may be obtained
and forwarded to our Department of Agriculture. Note, please,
the following very imrportant language:

Each of these posts should be in charge of one with an official rank
sufficient to command the respect and attention of foreign governments,
When in charge of an office located in a foreign capital he should hdve
a designation of agricultural attaché and be attached to the embassy or
legation of the United States.

Then follows the recommendation of the committee as to the
10 places where these representatives in foreign governments
should be located :

1. London : British Isles.

2. Berlin: German-speaking Central Europe—Germany, Austria,
Czechoslovakia, and Poland.

3. Paris: Holland, Belgium, and France, with the exception of south-
ern France.

4, Marseilles : Mediterranean Basin.

5. Copenhagen: Scandinavian countries—Denmark, Norway,
Sweden.

6. Bucharest : Danube Basin,

7. Buenos Aires: SBouth America, with especial reference to Argen-
tina and Brazil

8. Melbourne : Australia and New Zealand.

9. Johannesburg (or Pretoria) : South Africa.

10. Shanghai: The Orient.

I dare say the question will be raised immediately as to a
al reason why these representatives of our Government
should be given the rank of agricultural attaché, which is the
real heart of this bill. I submit the following reasons which I
am sure will appeal to you immediately. In the first place, to
relieve them of the liability to taxation in foreign countries, I

and
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maintain that the representatives of our Government who have
a responsibility in the matter of taxation to our own country are
entitled when they go into foreign countries to receive the same
exemptions that are granted to comparable service in other de-
partments of the Government. That is a practical considera-
tion that will make its appeal at once I am sure,

Mr. BRIGHAM. And is it not true that their work would be
greatly hampered unless they do have such status?

Mr. KETCHAM. I shall come to that later. The relief in
respect to taxation is already granted to men of comparable rank
in other branches of our foreign service, and certainly those
who represent agriculture are entitled to the same consideration.

Mr. BROWNE. How much does the gentleman estimate that
it will eost if this bill beconres a law?

Mr. KETCHAM. In addition to what is already provided?

Mr. BROWNE. Yes,

Mr. KETCHAM. I have not the figures at hand, but in view
of the fact that there are already several of these representa-
tives over there representing the Department of Agriculture,
not with the rank of agricultural attaché, and also in view of
the fact that the Federal Farm Board has already set aside
$150,000, I think it is, of their funds, practically no new ap-
propriation will be required to put this bill into operation.

In the second place, this bill is desired because it will facili-
tate and aid the establishment and development of direet con-
taets with foreign government officials in related work. I have
not had the privilege of going abroad as many of you have, but
my understanding of the situation is that unless you have a cer-
tain rank, that of agricultural attaché, when you proceed to get
the information which you desire for your own Government, at
once you are handicapped, but if you have the entrée given you
by this particular rank, then you may communicate face to face
with men of comparable rank and receive the courtesies that
are your due. Consequently it seems to me that this considera-
tion ought to be given to agriculture.

In the third place, to place them on an equal footing with
other foreign representatives of the United States in respect to
freedom from customs duties, and freedom of movement to and
fro and within foreign countries and in regard to courtesies
usually extended to such representatives. I am informed, and I
think we all know, that there are courtesies extended to repre-
sentatives of the State Department and, by an act of Congress
for which I very gladly voted, we provided for similar courtesies
to be extended to representatives of the Department of Com-
merce. You will all recall the fight we had with reference to
the establishment of that foreign service, and finally we did
agree that it should be established. I am glad to say that the
House on two different occasions and once by unanimous con-
sent gave its approval to this particular program. I believe if
we are to have representatives abroad speaking in the name of
commerce, if we are to have representatives abroad speaking in
the name of the State Department, that we should also have
them speaking in the name of agriculture, especinlly in view of
the new set-up we have with our agricultural marketing act,
and the necessity of putting before the Farm Board reliable in-
formation gathered by men of experience. I believe that ought
to be done by men who are given the rank we accord to men in
similar lines in other departments of the Government.

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes,

Mr. BRIGGS. Is it not a fact that the most vital considera-
tion affecting agriculture to-day is finding markets?

Mr. KETCHAM. Exactly so.

Mr. BRIGGS. Not only at home but abroad, and the exten-
sion of those markets, if you are going to save agriculture in
this country.

Mr. EETCHAM. There is no question about that.

Mr. BRIGGS. And this proposed legislation, as I understand
it, is to promote trade expansion in foreign fields?

Mr. KETCHAM. In the particular field of agriculture, not
trespassing upon the functions of the Department of Commerce,

Mr. BRIGGS. I mean in the agricultural field.

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes,

Mr. BRIGGS. I suppose that, so far as the Commerce
Department is concerned, these representatives will eooperate,
but these representatives intend to cooperate to specialize in
agricultural products.

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes.

Mr. BRIGGS. Rather than in the industrial field?

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.
for agricultural products?

Mr. KETCHAM. Generally speaking, the emphasis is put on
the gathering of statistical information concerning the produc-
tion of crops.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.

Is it the purpose to find markets

That was my understanding.
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Mr. EETCHAM. Incidentally they are to make reports par-
ticularly with reference to the new functions being undertaken
by the Farm Board, and that, of course, goes into the field of
marketing.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Just so soon as you undertake to
broaden their duties by saying incidentally that they shall do
the other things, then you trespass upon the field occupied by
the Department of Commerce, and just as soon as you trespass
in that field you justify a request from the Department of Agri-
culture for increased personnel in the foreign field. May I ask
the gentleman here is it the purpose of this bill to give to the
Department of Agriculture any excuse for asking for additional
personnel in the foreign field?

Mr. KETCHAM. None; excepting those specified by the Farm
Board last August or September, limiting the number to 10
specific appointments.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. You do not acquiesce in the sug-
gestion of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bricas] that these
parties should be employed for the purpose of finding markets
for agricultural -products?

Mr. KETCHAM. Not excepting as an incidental proposition.
But I do not care to be drawn into that controversy, because
if the gentleman will go back in-memory to the time when we
had these department matters up before, I think he will agree
with me that the less that is said about conflicts between depart-
ments will be for the better.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. That is the kind of answer, if the
gentleman will permit me to say, that leads to the abuses com-
plained of. If in a quiet way they can incidentally do this, they
will continue to trespass, and will peint to the fact that the
debate in Congress indicated that they were justified in doing so.

Mr. BRIGGS. The gentleman is proposing that we will have
men seeking specific information on the other side, gathering
information for the benefit of agriculture here?

Mr. KETCHAM. We have set up in this country a fine new
organization called the Federal Farm Board. Its purpose is to
secure information concerning foreign markets in connection
with the promotion of the sale of our products. These men are
to operate in coordination with that organization.

Mr. BRIGGS. Is it not the purpose of this legislation to put
the producers of the United States in touch with the consumers
of the world of primary agricultural products?

Mr. KETCHAM. I will not answer that,in detail for the rea-
son stated by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OLiver]. I am
interested in this particular measure, and I do not want to be-
come involved in other controversies.

Mr. BRIGGS. In other words, the purpoese is to promote and
further agriculture and its disposal in the markets of the world?

Mr. EETCHAM. I will accept the first part of the gentle-
man's statement, but I would not care to go further in the dis-
cussion of the second part of his statement with reference to the
marketing of farm products, for reasons which I am sure will be
perfectly obvious to those following this debate.

Now, if I may come back to the former subject of discus-
sion, to the line of thought that I was presenting just a moment
ago, an additional reason for setting up this foreign service is
that the men going abroad as agricultural attachés should be
placed on an equal footing with the agricultural attachés of
other countries who are regularly attached to their foreign
missions and embassies there in the interest of marketing, and
to eliminate the primary causes of embarrassment between our
officials and foreign officials and individuals.

That perfectly sets out the purpose of this bill. It is a com-
panion measure, if you please, to the measure adopted a number
of years ago setting up a department of foreign service in the
Department of Commerce. It was generally agreed by Members
of the House that this service would be set up, and the bill has
passed the House on two different occasions, but failed of enact-
ment in another body. But I am particularly pleased to report
that on the day before yesterday a bill having the identical
title was passed by practically a unanimous vote at the other
end of the Capitol, so that it makes it easy for the House to
fulfill the understanding that was entered into some years ago,
when the department of foreign service was established in the
Department of Commerce.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has two minutes re-
maining.

Mr. KETCHAM. I want to take my closing two minutes to
say that another way has been found to accomplish this same
purpose, and I want very frankly to meet that sitwation. I
have read to you the indorsement of the Farm Board. I could
read to you the indorsement of the former Secretary of Agri-
culture and of all the farm organizations and the agricultural
papers of the country. So far as agriculture is concerned, I
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know of no division. The only question that arises is how this
matter shall be worked ouf, and in that connection there has
been offered a suggestion that this matter could be cared for
by simply authorizing an appropriation in the pending deficiency
bill. I hold in my hand a communication from the President
and the Budget commissioner, suggesting language that should
be earried in the pending deficiency bill to earry out this propo-
gitlon without the enactment of further legislation. I hold in
my hand a draft of it, and I will read the title of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has again expired.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, may I have five additional
minutes? i

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman five additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog-
nized for five additional minutes.

Mr. EETCHAM. I hold in my hand a communication from
the Director of the Budget, with a recommendation of language
l‘l; ibe carried in the current deficiency bill. I read the title
of it:

Draft of the proposed legtslnﬂon_al'ecﬂng existing legislation.

I need go no farther than that to bring to the mind of every
parliamentarian in the House that immediately upon this pro-
posal being presented in an appropriation bill, a point of order
would eliminate that particular section, and consequently we
woul? have no opportunity to establish this foreign service
at all.

You should be advised that right now men have been ap-
pointed, and I think at least two or three of the men who are
designated by the Federal Farm Board and who have been
appointed by agriculture, are on their way abroad. 8o, in
order that we might be sure that this service would be estab-
lished, I have presented the bill this afternoon, and I sincerely
lope it may receive your favorable consideration.

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition and claim
control of one hour in opposition to this measure.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr, Joxes],
a member of the committee on the minority side, is entitled to
recognition first.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want recognition in
my own right eventually, but I am willing for the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Woon] to proceed at this time.

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, all I desire is my right in op-
position to this bill

The CHAIRMAN. Of course the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Jo~ges], a minority member of the committee, would be entitled
to recognition first.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am willing, if the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woop] wishes to proceed now,
to wait until be finishes with what time he desires, and then I
shall ¢laim recognition in my own right.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs]
in opposition to the bill?

Mr. JONES of Texas. No; I am not in opposition to it.

The CHAIRMAN. Then the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Woob] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, I understand Mr. Kxursox has
some matter that he wishes to present first.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KxuTson].

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, in yielding, I want it
understood that I am to be recognized in my own time.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Knxvursoxn] asks unanimous consent to proceed out of order for
five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ENUTSON. On Friday evening, May 9, there passed
away at his home in the city of Washington a Government
official who left behind him a wonderful record of accomplish-
ment, I refer to the passing of Col. E. D. Church, Commissioner
of Pensions.

In my capacity as chairman of the Pensions Committee of the
House, I have had an exceptional opportunity to observe the
man and his work, and it is for the purpose of paying a tribute
to him and his accomplishments that I have asked for time
to-day.

Colonel Church’s appointment as United States Commissioner
of Pensions was preeminently a case of the office seeking the
man, He was practically drafted for the place. The President
wasg seeking for this position a man of demonstrated executive
ability and, if possible, one thoroughly familiar with the funda-
mentals of the insurance business., Colonel Church filled these
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requirements. It was also most desirable that the affairs of
this most important bureaun should be administered by one who
himself had served honorably as a soldier. Colonel Church’s
record as a soldier was not only an honorable one, it was a
brilliant record. For many years prior to the World War he
was an enthusiastic National Guard officer, giving freely of his
time and his vital energies to the building up of a strong,
effective national defense. IHe was especially enthusiastiec in
his efforts to encourage marksmanship. He was, literally as
well as figuratively speaking, a straight shooter.

When the Great War came, he threw himself into it with all
his valuable experience and all his tremendous vigor and energy.
His record during the war was just what anyone acquainted
with him and his many vigorous qualities would have expected.
He was awarded the distinguished-service medal, medal of
honor, the croix de guerre, and other decorations.

Colonel Church’s business record and his military record were
both alike distinguished, and he was sought out for the position
of Commissioner of Pensions. The great insurance company
with which he was connected was loath to let him go, but, for
the sake of the public service, finally yielded. And so, without
his seeking, he was drafted for this important work because of
preeminent fitness for the task, and right well does the record he
has left justify his selection,

In his passing the Federal Government has lost an able and
valuable official and the service men of all wars a loyal and
true friend. Peace to his ashes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the parliamentary
situation with regard to the division of time. The gentleman
from Iowa, the chairman of the committee, was recognized for
one hour in support of the bill. No member of the committee
being opposed to the bill, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
‘Woop] was recognized for one hour in control of the time in
opposition to the bill. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES]
has asked recognition in his own right, but that ecan not be
granted. The gentleman from Texas will have to get time from
either the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HauceEnx] or the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. Woon].

Mr. HUDSON rose.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Indiana is recognized
for one hour in opposition to the bill. Does the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Woop] yield to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Hupson]?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, does that keep me
from having any time in my own right?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I will ask the chairman of the com-
mittee if he will yield me a portion of his time, as the opposition
is claiming time?

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I think this is very important
legislation, and I rise to a point of order. I make the point
of order that there is not a quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Hup-
son] makes the point of order that there is not a quorum pres-
ent. The Chair will count.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I am willing to withdraw the
point of order if there is going to be plenty of opportunity to
find out what is in the bill. If the proponents of the bill assure
that, I withdraw the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn.

Mr. JONES of Texas, Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to be allowed some time. There are two or three others
who want time, and I would like to have the chairman yield
such time as we desire,

Mr, HAUGEN. I am willing to yield part of the time.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may control 30 minutes time in addition to what is
allowed to those for and against the bill

The CHAIRMAN. The rule is such that the time must be
divided between the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Haugen], in
favor of the bill, and no member of the committee having asked
for time in opposition, one hour in opposition is controlled by
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woop], who asked for recog-
nition.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am asking unani-
mous consent to be allowed 30 minutes. As I understand, you
can pass a white elephant through the House by unanimous
consent. !

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Joxes]
understands, of course, that unanimous consent can not be asked
in committee to change the rules of the House.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Sometimes we suspend the rules of
the House by a two-thirds vote, and by unanimous consent we
can consider a bill in the House as in Committee of the Whole
House.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that this is the Com-
mittee of the Whole and not the House.

Mr. DOWELL. We are in Committee of the Whole, and two
hours' debate is allowed and not more. The committee has no
authority to change the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. That is the statement the Chair has made,
and the rule can not be changed by unanimous consent.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, JoxXes].

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr, JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentle-
men of the House, I think this is a very important bill for a
number of reasons. I do not altogether agree with the author
of the bill in his construction of its language. If I thought the
bill was limited, as the gentleman seems to think it is limited,
1 would not be as enthusiastic about it as I am, and I am sure
he was speaking of only one phase of the bill.

The big question before agriculture to-day is a market for our
products. [Applause.] We have grown from a debtor mation
to a creditor nation. On some of our great staple Americai
farm crops we have grown from simple beginnings to a great
surplus producing nation. If our people are to prosper we must
have a market for those surplus crops.

In the very first paragraph of this measure it is stated as the
purpose—

To acquire information regarding world competition and demand for
agricultural products, and production, marketing, and distribution of said
producis in foreign countries, and to disseminate the same through agri-
cultural extension agencies and by such other means as may be deemed
advisable,

Mr. BRIGGS. WIll the gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES of Texas. I yield,

Mr. BRIGGS. Does the gentleman not construe that language
to inciude people everywhere in the United States, so that they
can place their products in foreign lands, where they are sought?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Certainly. If it does not mean that,
I am sure it was so intended. Of course, it means that. It
means that they will take this information and utilize it in
finding markets for the agricultural products of America.

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas, I yield.

Mr. LOZIER. Under a similar bill representatives of the
Commerce Department published in their reports, which are
public documents, that they have been able to find markets for
American industrial products and bring the producer in
America into touch with the persons who want those products
in foreign lands.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes.

Mr. LOZIER, Now, this bill, in prineciple, is intended to do
that very thing?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Certainly. I thank the gentleman for
his contribution. 1 just want to call attention to the Commerce
Yearbook for 1929, and read one passage:

At the beginning of the country, agricultural products were the
dominant component of our foreign sales, and the hormal growth of
international commerce in agricultural products is relatively slow.
At the present, nonagricultural products, chiefly manufactured com-
modities, make up about five-eighths of our aggregate exports, and, in
world trade, commodities of this type tend only to show marked
expansion.

In other words, our foreign trade in agricultural products
has been going down while our foreign export trade in manu-
factured products has been going up. We have 186 representa-
tives of the Department of Commerce in foreign lands and have
about 5 or 6 agricultural representatives. Yet agriculture still
represents nearly half of our export trade.

On what basis can the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woobn]
oppose an appropriation to take care of our foreign export
trade in agriculture and still favor the carrying out of the
policy that is shown by the report of the Commerce Depart-
ment to be increasing our foreign trade and commerce, and at
the same time our foreign trade in agricultural products is
going down?

Mr. WOOD. I will try to answer the gentleman,

Mr. JONES of Texas. I hope the gentleman will. If it is
necessary in the interest of economy to reduce some of this, let
us balance it. The gentleman may say, as some one has sug-
gested, that the Commerce Department can look after these
things. That is the fatal theory that has put agriculture where
it is to-day. It is that agriculture must be the handmaid of
industry. It is an independent, important component and
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constituent element of American life. Of course, the Depart-
ment of Commerce may render some valuable service, and this
bill provides that they shall cooperate with each other and thus
not duplicate the work of each other. I am for that. No
doubt the representatives of the Department of Commerce have
done some valuable service in searching out markets for Ameri-
can agricultural commodities, and, no doubt, they will continue
to do so. They have done a wonderful work for industry and
they have done some valuable work for agriculture, but thera
comes a time in the business of agriculture and in the business
of industry when their interests must essentially conflict. They
are usually mutual, but there are times when they do conflict,
There should be some representatives the major portion of
whose duties and whose primary duties should be to look after
the interests of agriculture and the marketing of agricultural
products,

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas., Yes, |

Mr. HUDSON. I am interesteq in what the gentleman says,
but how can there be a conflict in any country between the
various interests of this country as represented by representa-
tives of the country?

Mr. JONES of Texas. There can be this: A man may devote
most of his attention or all of his attention to finding a market
for commercial products and he may neglect the raw agricul-

The

‘tural products.

Mr. HUDSON. That is not a conflict but a neglect.
gentleman said there was a conflict.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I prefer not to go into that question,
but the gentleman must understand that in any country the
manufacturer might want his materials at a low price. It
is to the interest of industry to have cheap raw materials in
this country, is it not? It is in the interest of agriculture
to have high-priced agricultural materials. So, as I have stated,
there are times when there is a conflict in foreign countries
as well as in our own.

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes.

Mr. BRIGGS. Does not the Commerce Department report
reflect the fact that while agriculture has been declining in its
exports to a very material degree, that industrial products
have been increasing in export to an astonishing degree, even
as much as 25 per cent in the automobile industry?

Mr. JONES of Texas. I understand so.

Mr. HUDSON. That might be true and yet there may be no
neglect of agriculture. Automobiles and wheat are two differ-
ent propositions.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I can not yield further.

Mr. HUDSON. They do not conflict.

Mr. BRIGGS. I say they should both be promoted.

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOPE. At the present time do we not recognize the fact
that there is a difference in the economic studies of agriculture
and industry in that we have a Burean of Agricultural Eco-
nomics and a Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, which
are working independently along those lines?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Most certainly. If it is necessary
to abolish the agricultural representatives in foreign countries,
why do not gentlemen pursue their policy to its logical conclu-
sion? If agriculture is simply to have for its main purpose
the feeding of industry, then the theories of some folks will be
carried out.

Mr. BRIGHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES of Texas. Yes.

Mr. BRIGHAM. Are there not economie problems peculiar
to agriculture which require expert investigations?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Most assuredly.

Mr. BRIGHAM. Does the gentleman remember the testi-
mony of Mr. MacPhail, of the Canadian wheat pool, regarding
the service which that institution maintains in all foreign coun-
tries for the purpose of making studies of the trends of the
market, supply and demand problems, and the probable produec-
tion of other crops as well as wheat, which that pool handles?

Mr. JONES of Texas. I am glad the gentleman mentioned
that, because it is an important point. In fact, he said it would
be impossible for that great cooperative organization to operate
to best advantage, if they did not maintain representatives in
foreign countries that form a market for their produects. I
want to call your attention to a thing to which my colleague,
the author of the bill, adverted when he said that a little more
than two years ago this matter was amieably settled between
the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Com-
merce. I want to read an excerpt from a letter written by the
then Secretary, Herbert Hoover, urging the adoption and pas-
sage of a measure almost identical in language:
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. The draft of “a bill to promote the agriculture of the United States
by expanding in the foreign field the service now rendered by the
United States Department of Agriculture,” as submitted to this de-
partment by your office on January 81, 1928, is a helpful step toward
more uniform and better administration, in that it places the proposed
staff of the Department of Agriculture on a comparable footing with
the foreign commerce service, as defined in the Hoch Aect of March 3,
1927. It seems to me that the passage of this measure will contribute
materially toward more effective collaboration between the two services,
and I hope, therefore, that it will receive early and favorable consid-
eration by Congress,

A certain number of these men may go abroad appointed by
the Secretary of Agriculture and a certain number of them ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Commerce, but if one of those de-
partments is to have complete supervision over all of them, you
may rest assured they will continue to make their prime con-
sideration the promotion of the interests of the line of business
which their department represents. This is as natural as it
is for sparks to fly upward.

I want to call attention in this connection to the fact that
through organization and through efforts of the various de-
partments practically all the great commodities of commerce of
this country have export reductions in railway rates from the
central points of production to the points of exportation. When
steel or iron or farm products or automobiles are shipped abroad
the freight rates from the points of manufacture to the points
of exportation are reduced all the way from 20 per cent to 40
per cent; in other words, a premium is given to industry to
encourage exportation to foreign markets. It is all a part of a
great scheme to develop foreign trade.

I do not object to the encouragement of foreign trade. I like
to see industry developed. I think in a large measure when one
develops the other develops, but for heaven's sake, quit preach-
ing so much about equality for agriculture and do something
to put agriculture on a basis of equality. [Applause.]

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes.

Mr. BRIGGS. Is it not true that within practically the last
12 months the exports of cotton from the United States have
fallen off about 20 per cent and the wheat exports have decreased
even beyond that figure?

Mr. JONES of Texas. They have been gradually falling off
- year after year for several years in relative percentages. It is
idle to talk about balancing our agricultural production to the
needs of this country, just as much as it would be to try to
balance the steel production or the automobile production or
any other production to the needs of this country. There are
certain commodities, both raw and manufactured, that in their
nature are world commodities that must supply the needs of
the world, and their interests should be loocked after and the
marketing of such products looked after just the same as the
products of industry.

Mr. BRIGGS. Is it not further the fact that unless some
foreign markets are found for wheat and the other agricultural
production of raw materials in this country we will see wheat
selling here for far less than $1 a bushel and the price of cotton
further declining.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have no doubt it will at least be
gelling at much less than it wonld if proper care were taken to
look after the marketing of such commodities.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; but I do not want to take up all
the time, because some others on this side want time.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is it the gentleman's idea we
should have a separate sales force for agricultural products
in foreign fields?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Practically every great cooperative
organization in America maintains some sort of sales agency
abroad and they should have the facilities for securing sales or
for searching out places where sales may be made and ascertain-
ing the demand in accordance with the terms of this bill, and
where they may cooperate with others in trying to secure a
market for our products all over the world.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. My question sought to elicit from
the gentleman an answer as to whether the Department of
Agriculture should maintain in foreign fields a foree for the pur-
pose of making sales of farm products.

Mr. JONHES of Texas. I do not know that I want to give a
categorical answer to that guestion. I think there are times
when probably with the facilities there they might render such
assistance if they have the opportunity. They can build up our
foreign trade in agriculture as it has been builded in industry.

Mr. CHRISTGAU. Will the gentleman yield? I think I can
explain that point.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I yield to the gentleman.
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Mr. CHRISTGAU. I think it is the purpose to have these
foreign men establish contacts for the cooperative leaders in this
country in foreign markets overseas, the same as the commercial
attachés now establish such contacts for the industrial people
of this country.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. May I ask the gentleman this
question? What personnel does the gentleman contemplate will
be required to establish these contacts?

Mr. JONES of Texas, I am not in position to give a definite
answer to that question. That will depend upon how the work
develops and the need for the work and what the requirements
may be and what the Congress is willing to allow for the pur-
pose. I think it will depend largely on the work they accom-
plish, If they accomplish for agriculture anything like what
the others have accomplished for industry, I think the force
will be increased.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is the bill sufficiently broad as to
place no limit on the number that may be employed?

Mr. JONES of Texas. The bill is in the usual form. It is
merely an authorization. The appropriation will be a matter
for the Budget and for the Committee on Appropriations and for
the House to determine,

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. ;

Mr. KETCHAM. A very material part of this whole program,
and one that it seems to me should receive consideration here,
is the recommendation of the Farm Board which selected 10
posts at which these representatives should be stationed, and it
is my understanding that is what is contemplated under the bili.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I understand that is to be the nucleus
and around that is to be built up this organization. What the
future may unfold or develop I do not know.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am in sympathy with the idea of
providing an agency qualified to find markets for all of our prod-
ucts, but I think it is a bad business proposition to start out by
providing the Department of Agriculture with an unlimited force
in foreign fields to sell the products of this country,

Mr. JONES of Texas. The gentleman surely is not putting
that construction on what anybody has said here. It most cer-
tainly is true that agriculture is not on anything like a basis
of equality with industry abroad, all of industry representing
one field and all of agriculture the other. It seems to me it
certainly would be proper to have a better related ratio than
b to 6 agricultural representatives to 180 commercial representa-
tives. Does not the gentleman think so in view of the relative
importance of the two?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. My understanding is that where
they are selecting representatives for foreign fields they fake
into account the fitness of the man to inquire and get information
relative to what they feel should be inquired about in that field.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have no doubt of it. This bill merely
undertakes to do for agriculture what is now being done for in-
dustry. Why should one be given this service and the other
denied it? HEquality of treatment is a fundamental of our
institutions. [Applause.]

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
it is not a pleasant task to oppose a measure that purports to
be for the benefit of the farmer. In opposing this measure I
believe that I am doing a real service to the farmer, It is not a
pleasant task to oppose a measure that has been given the study
that this has been given by the gentleman from Michigan,
for whom I have the greatest possible respect; but in deference
to duty that is common to all members, I believe that I ought
to suggest to the committee the reasons why this should not
become a law.

In doing this I am not only expressing my individual opposi-
tion to it, but I am expressing what I think to be the opposition
of the Appropriations Committee, which will be left entirely in
the blind, as the gentleman from Michigan, its author, admits.
I am also expressing what I think to be the opinion—if I am
correctly advised—the opposition of the President of the United
States, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce,
and the Federal Farm Board.

None of these agencies wants this bill passed, That being
true, is it not a futile thing for us to pass it? Is it simply a
gesture, because of the election that is coming, that we are doing
something for the farmer? We better be doing something for
the farmer that has some real merit behind it, and we onght to
have the courage to let the farmers know that we are trying
to help them where help is possible and trying to defeat mere
subterfuges.

In my time the commercial attachés were created. To-day
we are spending more than $5,000,000 abroad in payment of
salaries, expenses, clerks, and so forth, of the Foreign Com-
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merce Service. We were told at that time that the expense
would be merely nominal. Gentlemen have been asking how
much it will cost to carry out this law, and they frankly say
that they do not know. I want to say that it is just like every
initiative of this character, that it grows and grows and grows.

All I have to do is to call attention to one paragraph in the
bill which gives away the whole thing.

On page 3, subsection (b), it provides:

The Secretary of Agriculture shall appoint the officers of the foreign
agrienltural service to such grades as he may establish, with salaries in
those grades comparable to thosc paid other officers of the Government
for analogous foreign gervice,

So he has no limit except the maximum that is now being
paid to Foreign Service employees of the United States.

Mr, FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. I yield.

Mr. FULMER. The gentleman says we are paying $5,000,000
for foreign service ; can the gentleman give the figures spent by
the Department of Commerce out of the $5,000,0007

Mr, WOOD. Yes; I will state here, and if I can not give them
all I will put them in the Recoep. I have spent some time
abroad inquiring and studying the relationship between our
foreign services. We have more than 4,000 men to-day in our
Foreign Service whose duties are to do the things that we would
like to have done by this bill. There was great opposition
coming from the State Department at the time that the com-
mercial attachés were created.

The Consular Service of the country was created primarily to
take care of those duties. The time eame when it was thought
that it was not being sufficiently attended to, and a bill passed
the House creating the commerecial attachés to go to foreign
nations. From the very minute that they were created down
to this hour there was conflict between the two agents—conflict
as to jurisdietion and conflict as to duty. That has been ironed
out in some degree, but it exists yet, depending largely upon
the personality of the individuals representing us in these
various ecapacities. It is somewhat like the judgment of courts.
Every lawyer here knows that there was never a court created
in the United States or elsewhere that was not jealous of its
Jjurisdiction. Under the fundamental law it is a part of the
duty of the Consular Service to look after the commercial inter-
ests of the United States. True, they have other duties. The
debates had at the time that we established the commercial at-
tachés will show that one of the things in favor of their ereation
was that the agricultural interests of this country were not
sufficiently represented abroad.

I think the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercuAM] said
that the prime purpose of creating these agricultural attachés
is to place them in contact with those interested in icultural
pursuits abroad. That is the prime purpose of it as it is the
prime purpose of our consular agent and our commercial
attaché. It is to place in contact the dealers over there with
the producers over here. I have always understood that one of
the prime articles of production in this country in which our
commercial attachés should take especial interest are the prod-
ucts of the farm, and I say to you that my experience has been—
and this will be yours if you go over there at any time—that
the commercial attachés of this country are doing their level
best and spending more time upon it than upon any other
subject, in getting that contact with respect to agricultural
products.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas.
yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. I have made personal inquiry of
the officers of the Department of Commerce as to what has been
done in that regard, and have been informed that our attachés
are not suitably adapted to the finding of markets for agri-
cultural products. That was something that I was advised
needed correcting. T am not out of harmony with the idea ad-
vanced by the gentleman that it ought to be done under the
Department of Commerce, but it would seem that men espe-
cially adapted and fitted for finding these markets for farm
products should be selected.

Mr. WOOD. The gentleman's query is the greatest indict-
ment of this bill. If he is ecorrect, then those commercial
attachés have been derelict in their duty. If he is correct, the
attitude of the State Department and the Commerce Department
and the Agricultural Department should be to eorrect that very
thing. We are spending too much money without results.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes.

Mr. COLE. It was my good fortune last summer to be in
several of the South American capitals and I was in close con-
tact with the American attachés. I think I know something

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
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about farm products, because I have dealt in those products
all of my life. Those attachés knew more about agricultural
products than they did about the manufactured products. There
was not a bit of information that I asked for that I could not
obtain from those attachés. They did devote time and atten-
tion to agricultural products, and they are well qualified for it,
and it ought to be made their duty.

Mr. WOOD. The experience of the gentleman from Iowa has
been mine. Naturally, we associate commercialism more with
industry than we do with agriculture, and I expected to find
that true over there, but the converse is true. We have our
Consular Service, paid for doing what they can fo extend our
commercial interest. We have our commercial attachés who
are doing the same thing. As I have said, and the gentleman
from Iowa confirms it, they are doing more in that direction
than in any other direction. When are we going to stop? If
we are going to have agricultural attachés, we ought to have
Labor Department attachés and attachés for every other branch
of the Government, It is true that there is some specialization
that might be had with reference to these things that can not
be had with reference to others, but are we to appoint speeial-
ists for all things that are possible to the United States? Just
see how ridiculous that thing would become, and the argument
in favor of it falls of its own weight.

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman knows that the Army and
the Navy have their attachés also. They call them military
intelligence officers. I think that is a bad name.

Mr, WOOD. I do not think they contribute much to the
point in view. I shall now call attention to some facts that are
not assertions of mine but are conclusions of those whose busi-
ness it is to advise this Congress. It is a most unfortunate
time, even though the bill were to pass eventually, to do the
things sought to be done in this bill. There ought to be some
understanding, some coordination, some cleavage between these
varions activities. They are now feeding on each other, and
gentlemen would be amazed if they would but read the hearings
before the Committee on Appropriations. That is one reason
I felt it my duty to bring this matter to your attention to-day.
I know it is the popular thing to do this or that, because there
is a public clamor for it. We gentlemen here are supposed to
be deaf to clamor bfit open to argument and submissive to com-
mon sense judgment.

Let me read this to you:

The Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce now maintains 61
offices in foreign countries to which are attached 186 appointive officers
and 258 elerical employees. The State Department has abroad 358
offices, 556 consular officers, and 1,709 clerical employees, devoting the
major part of their efforts to commercial and economic reporting.

This vast organization iz now devoting its continuous attention to
foreign production of and demand for agricultural products as well as
to the products of every other industry figuring in international com-
merce. It ean readily supply, without further augmentation, at least
two-thirds of the data needed by the Federal Farm Board to visualize
the world outlook for major farm products.

They ean supply the Farm Board to-day with two-thirds of
the information that they may need, and in addition to that,
under the law creating this Farm Board, they have authority
without stint to send their representatives in specifications, in
general information, to get anything that they may need.

LlIr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOOD. Certainly,

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. And $500,000,000 is authorized to
cover any expenditures they may feel are required.

Mr. WOOD. Yes,

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes,

Mr. KETCHAM. In answer to the statement of the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Oviver], the Federal Farm Board has
set aside a sum for the care of these additional attachés.

Mr. WOOD. Even so; and it may be assigned to the Agri-
cultural Department for the purpose.

But why confound confusion? Every man here knows, and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHaM] knows that we
have already got too much confusion with reference to this
Farm Board legislation to-day. I want you to listen to this,
gentlemen : -

If an agreement for complete cooperation without duplication of
effort which recently has been entered into between the Farm Board,
the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Commerce, and the
Department of State should become effective it will be easily possible
to round out the existing foreign service of the Department of Com-
merce 80 as to provide the Farm Board and the Department of Agri-
culture with all the information from abroad which they require. Also
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this can be done without asking Congress for additional appropriations,
gince Farm Board funds are now avallable for this work and can be
turned over to the Commerce Department without further legislative
action.

If that be true, why are we trying to handicap and hamstring
the very purpose that we wanted to serve?

Mr. EETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
again in that connection?

Mr. WOOD. I yield.

Mr. KETCHAM. That would be accomplished without action
by the Qongress of the United States in transferring the sum
needed m the Department of Agriculture to the Department
of Commerce; and the gentleman from Indiana is too good a
parlinmentarian not to know that any such proposition brought
in would go out on a point of order as legislation by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr., WOOD. That would be true if there is any virtue in
the proposition. Just a little bit of an authorization bill,
dropped in the basket, would cure the evil and be an authoriza-
tion to do the thing that the gentleman from Michigan says can
not be done,

I want to say to you here that there is not an appropriation
bill that comes before our committee but what inevitably has
some legislation in it; and I want to say to you, not taking upon
myself any virtuous professions in this thing, but giving the
credit to the leader on the Democratic side [Mr. GARNER] more
than anybody elsge, you do not see much of that kind of thing
any more; and when it comes before us, we call it to the atten-
tion of the legislative committee and ask them if there is any-
thing objectionable in it, and they give us an authorization.

Mr. KETCHAM. A simple little authorization bill, dropped
in the basket, is the identical kind of bill that we have before
us this afternoon. to do a thing that the gentleman and every-
body else desires to be accomplished.

Mr. WOOD. A little bill dropped in the basket goes to the
Secretary of Agriculture without limit except the amount to be
paid to foreign employees. I will tell you what will happen:
The Agricultural Department with more excuses, or at least as
many, would have a bigger army in a few years than the De-
partment of Commerce had in the same length of time.

Mr., KETCHAM. The gentleman’s attitude with reference to
this bill and the fact that he is chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations would prevent me from having any fear that
too many men would be appointed, even if recommended by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. WOOD. As to that, I will say that we pass bills here
without counting the cost, and if the appropriation is not made
they come to the committee and say that we violate the spirit
of Congress because it said they should do this. That is what
happens. It takes a good deal of courage to undertake to turn
down what is supposed to be the will of Congress.

I admonish the Congress now that we had better reform our
practice and find out, before we commit ourselves, what the ulti-
mate cost of our action will be,

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
short question there?

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I got?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 25 minutes remaining.

Mr, WOOD. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr, DOWELL. Unless an authorization is made by this or
some other bill, no appropriation can be made under the parlia-
mentary situation. In other words, the Committee on Appro-
priations can not make a report of this unless there is an au-
thorization for it.

Mr. WOOD. That is true.

Mr. DOWELL. And this is the little authorization that gives
to the Committee on Appropriations the power to make the ap-
propriation.

Mr. WOOD. That is absolutely correct. There is no dispute
about that thing at all. But I want to say to the House here
that that is a thing that we are not sufficiently mindful of.
Somebody has said—and I have heard half a dozen people say
to me when they found out that I was opposed to this bill—" Let
us take and pass it because the farmers want it, and let the
President veto it because of its want of virtue.” That is a
cowardly thing. This Congress should not shift the burden on
the President of the United States. We should be big enough,
and we are big enough, to express our own opinion on this thing.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. 1 yield.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. May the necessary number of at-
tachés now employed, who are not specially fitted for the finding
of agricultural markets, be removed and be substituted by em-
ployees of the Department of Commerce who are qualified?
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Mr. WOOD. Absolutely. There is not any question about
that, and, they would be derelict in their duty if they found a
man who was not representing this country with reference te
this thing, if they did not dismiss him from the service. Thera
is no question about that.

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. I yield.

Mr. KETCHAM. I want to advert to a statement made by
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woop] a moment ago. I
think, in fairness to the gentleman himself, he should not have
made that statement. The statement which the gentleman
made was that these officers would be appointed by the Depart-
ment of Commerce. That statement was in error.

Mr. WOOD, Yes.

Mr, KETOHAM. I think in all fairness it should be stated
that it is proposed even under the proposition which the gentle-
man's committee has under consideration, that these officials
shall be appointed by the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. WOOD. . Yes.

Mr. KETCHAM. And they shall be subject to, and shall
report to agriculture, but the purse strings shall be held by the
Department of Commerce, and that is what we desire to avoid.

Mr. WOOD. Yes. That is exactly what the desire is. And
the very suggestion shows the conflict and controversy that will
oecur. It has occurred, and it has taken 10 years to partially
wipe out that controversy under the existing departments, the
Department of State and the Department of Commerce. It
will take 20 years, on the same basis, to wipe this out, because
we will have another agency in conflict. We will have not only
the Department of State but the Department of Commerce, and
there will be three conflicting elements now where there were
but two before. If the whole thing was not already provided
for and sufficiently provided for, it is a very easy thing to amend,
and, as the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Sprour] inquired a
moment ago, if they find men who are not efficient and fit to do
the duty that is required of them, to take care of our agricul-
tural interests over there, all that is necessary is to report it,
and, npon examination, if they are found to be guilty, they will
be dismissed from the service. So do not let us add confusion
to confusion that is already confounded.

Now, I want to call attention to a few other items:

Notwithstanding, and despite the opposition of the Prestdent
to setting up a third Foreign Service when the two already
functioning ean provide everything required, 8. 2043, providing
for a complete agricultural Foreign Service, has been passed
by the Senate.

I know this bill is sponsored by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr, KercaaMm]. I hope it is not sponsored by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. HAvceNn], who is a friend of the farmer, I
do not mean to say by that that the gentleman from Michizan
[Mr. Kercaam] is not a friend of the farmer, for he is. I
think it is fair to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHAM]
to say in passing that there has been more double-crossing in
this bill than any bill that has come to my knowledge since
I have been a Member of this Congress. I need not make any
excuses for him, but I do say that I believe if the gentleman
knew six months ago what he knows to-day he would not have
sponsored this bill.

In October, 1929, after an investigation of the best way to sup-
ply the Farm Board with the information it needs, the in-
vestigating committee recommended that a more complete in-
formation service in foreign countries on agricultural preducts
be set up by having the Department of Agriculture turn over
to the Department of Commerce its present small foreign organi-
zation—five foreign offices—and that the Farm Board turn
over additional funds to the Department of Commerce so that
the latter would receive approximately $400,000 in addition
to its present appropriations. These funds are to be used in
paying salaries and expenses of agricultural specialists to be
selected by the Department of Agriculture and to follow a
program of work decided upon by the Department of Agriculture
and the Farm Board, but to be appointed in the Foreign Com-
merce Service of the Department of Commerce and to be paid
from Department of Commerce funds. This arrangement was
agreed to by Chairman Legge, of the Farm Board; Secretary
Hyde, Department of Agriculture; and Secretary Lamont, De-
partment of Commerce. It also has the approval of President
Hoover.

This is strictly in accord with the authority given the Federal
Farm Board in the marketing act to “keep advised from any
available sources and make reports as to crop prices, experi-
ences, prospects, supply and demand, at home and abroad™
page 4, subsection 3, marketing act. This would be duplicated
by the proposal for a separate agricultural Foreign Service.




1930

Gentlemen, these agencies are supposed to be the advisors of
this Congress. They know what this means. It means not only
duplication but it means conflict, detrimental to the very service
that we would subserve. That is the reason I said that in
opposing this measure, in my belief, those who are in opposi-
tion to it are more friendly to the farmers. I do not believe
there is any sensible farmer in the United States to-day who,
if he knew the conditions, would favor this bill,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. I yield. °

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The Congress has already shown
some interest -in trying to coordinate the different agencies of
government so as to bring about economies. Only the other
day it sought to bring under one head many matters relat-
ing to veterans. The gentleman will recall that we are now
endeavoring to bring under one head many of the different
agencies employed on the border by different departments. Of
course, 50 long as separate legislation is passed giving to one de-
partment the right to appoint a number of employees the more
difficult it becomes to bring about this coordination that all are
seeking to accomplish with a view to efficiency and economies
in the administration of the law.

Mr. WOOD. That is the very point, made very explicit and
plain, which I tried to make a while ago when I said that the
more of these conflicting agencies you have the more difficult
will be made the administration of any law and the more diffi-
cult to accomplish the purpose of any one of  these laws.

Mr. COLLINS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. I yield.

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woobp]
understands that their duties will be almost entirely social,
does he not?

Mr. WOOD. No. I can not subscribe to that.

Mr. COLLINS, "What else will they have to do?

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. WOOD. I want to answer the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Corrins] in the first place. They would have more
time for social duties. Of course, we enlarged the Army. It
was gratifying to me, however, in my two visits over there, to
find that we were having fewer gentlemen representing the
Government service of this country to-day who were wearing
spats and carrying canes than there were 20 years ago.

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes.

Mr. KETCHAM. If it is the custom of the men in our For-
eign Service to wear spats, will the gentleman please answer me
this: Is it not fair to have the farmers in the gentleman’s State
of Indiana who might be named as attachés given an oppor-
tunity to wear spats like the rest of them?

Mr. WOOD. I will say in answer to the gentleman that if I
were a candidate for Congress I would have very poor hopes
of my success if I carried a cane and wore spats out among the
farmers, [Applause,]

Mr, JONES of Texas.

Mr, WOOD. Yes.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Aside from all that, does not the gen-
tleman think that our foreign commercial representatives have
done a great deal in expanding our world trade?

Mr. WOOD. They have.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Does not the gentleman think that the
same fine work might be done in securing agricultural markets
in those countries as well?

Mr. WOOD. I say, they are doing it now, and I think this
bill will be a reflection upon the men who are now rendering
service over there. It would not be helpful. But do not misun-
derstand me, gentlemen. The State Department, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and the Department «of Agriculture, who
must know something about this thing, are in a better position
to decide what is best for the future with reference to amend-
ments or cures than we are here.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Some years ago there was a demand
for the passage of a bill for the Department of Commerce and
one for the Department of Agriculture. The commercial bill
was passed, but the bill for agriculture has been running on the
rocks ever since.

Mr. WOOD. Oh, no. The gentleman does not mean to be
unfair.

Mr. JONES of Texas. No; I do not,

Mr. WOOD. The Department of Commerce, as I have stated—
and it has been confirmed by the gentleman from Iowa—has
done more service for agriculture than for the manufacturers.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes.

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BURTNESS. If I understand the gentleman correctly,
he feels that the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce
has done a very valuable work?

Mr. WOOD. Yes.

Mr. BURTNESS. But if we follow the gentleman's reasoning
to its logical conclusion was not the establishment of that bu-
reau an insult, so to speak, to the State Department, and if we
follow his reasoning to its logical conclusion, was it not a mis-
take to establish the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce
and should not that work have been given to the State Depart-
ment?

Mr. WOOD. I think I answered that a while ago. It might
have been well to do so, I think it would have been far better
to have this thing in one department, infinitely better, because
of the natural conflict which occurs between these contending
forces, and we are only going to add a little more trouble to
that thing. Some of these days—and I am only making a
guess at it—there will be some head to the relationship of the
United States and our interests abroad, when all of these forces
may be combined under the direction of one head, but the con-
flicts which we know exist now—just as surely as we know the
sun will rise in the morning—will only be intensified and multi-
plied if you pass this bill.

Mr. BURTNESS. If the gentleman will yield further, as a
member of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
I was glad to support the legislation recommended by the then
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Hoover, and I have favored giving
the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce proper appropri-
ations ever since that time. The gentleman well knows that
members of his committee, like the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SaErevE] and the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
AcxkerMAN], have shown us year by year the work that has
been done by that department. When that recommendation
came to us from the Department of Commerce, the same Secre-
tary seemed to be just as much interested in establishing a sepa-
rate burean in the Department of Agriculture.

He made his reports and wrote letters accordingly to the
chairmen of the various committees. To-day he is President of
the United States; and are we to understand the gentleman to
say that the position taken by Mr. Hoover when he was Secre-
tary of Commerce with reference to these matters has been
entirely changed and that he takes a different position to-day?

Mr, WOOD. I will say yes, and I will tell the gentleman
why. There have been vastly changed conditions. One of the
reasons why we were called together in extraordinary session
by the President of the United States was to furnish relief to
As a result of that we created the Farm Board.
We put certain things under the jurisdiction of that board, and
amongst them was the supplying of this information, which ean
be gathered here, there, and yonder without any limitation as
to cost. Now, then, are we going to throw a monkey wrench
into that machinery? Are we going to handieap that board?
Are we going to make their efforts futile? That is the reason
why the President of the United States has changed his posi-
tion. I want to say to you that the President of the United
States is as firmly opposed to this legislation to-day as it is
possible for him to be opposed to any measure.

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, we are all glad to get the
information, but the gentleman does not claim that the Federal
Farm Board to-day has any representatives in Europe securing
information regarding world competition and the demand for
agricultural products?

Mr. WOOD. Yes; they have. Under the law, every one of
these commercial attachés and every consular officer of the
United States is there for that purpose, and in addition to that
they can send specialists.

Mr. BURTNESS. My question was limited as to whether or
not the Farm Board to-day has representatives abroad getting
that information, or whether they are limited to the information
obtained through the State Department and through the Bureau
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce.

Mr. WOOD. If they are limited it is their fault. However,
we can not expect them to take such vast machinery as is con-
tained in this Farm Board and put all the cogs into operation
within 24 hours. I hope they have too much judgment to do
that, because that would result in chaos.

Mr. BURTNESS. From the information and knowledge I have
of the legislation providing for the Bureau of Foreign and Do-
mestic Commerce and enlarging it from time to time, I have
always understood that primarily it was to be a commercial
agency. That was only natural when at the same time there
was pending before Congress, and recommended by the same
department heads, another proposal that would take care of
agricultural interests.
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Mr, WOOD. Let me give you some information on that point.

Some time last summer, 1929, the Farm Board had an outside com-
mittee, headed by Dean Gay, of Harvard, make an investigation of in-
formation available from Government departments and suggest further
development. * This committee recommended, among other things, the
development of a more complete information service in foreign countries
on agricultural products, Some time last autumn the Federal Farm
Board asked the Department of Agrienlture to undertake the establish-
ment of such a service. .

It developed that the President did not favor the setting up of a
third foreign service in addition to that maintained by the Department
of State and Department of Commerce. He felt that such new service
to be set up should be in cooperation with the Department of Commerce.
. This arrangement was agreed to by Chairman Legge, of the Farm
Board; Becretary Hyde, Department of Agriculture; and Secretary La-
mont, Secretary of Commerce, and correspondence on file confirms the
understanding. To work out details a liaison committee was set up
between the three agencies. In a preliminary report from this com-
mittee it was agreed:

(a) That experts and specialists on agricultural commodities should
be selected by the Department of Agriculture.

(b) That these men would be placed on the pay roll of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and assigned for administrative purposes to the
administrative officer in charge of commerce officers in foreign countries.

(¢) They will receive their directions from the Department of Agri-
culture and report back to that department.

(d) Money to pay their maintenance and expenses will be trans-
ferred from the Department of Agriculture to the Department of Com-
merce, or directly from the Farm Board to the Department of Com-
merce.

In areas where agricultural specialists are not located it is expected
that the commerce officers will cooperate by collecting information—
about two-thirds of the total work.

It is further understood that the special officers appointed through
the Department of Agriculture will devote their energies to following
crop and livestock information and a study of factors affecting supply
and demand.

Trade promotion functions are to be carried out by the Department
of Commerce also,

The above arrangement will eliminate duplication of work and facili-
ties, reduce overhead costs, and utilize the facilities of both the De-
partment of Agriculture and the Department of Commerce abroad in
collecting agricultural information.

Mr. BURTNESS. What report is the gentleman reading?
The gentleman has read it twice, but I did not cateh what it was.

Mr. WOOD. Noj; I have not read this before.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman tell us what the re-
port is?

Mr. WOOD. This is the report of the gentlemen who were
acting together to coordinate these activities.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If the gentleman will permit, nray
I say that as I understand the Budget has sent up a report
showing that these different agencies to which the gentleman
has referred have agreed that where it is found necessary to
send representatives abroad the representatives may be sug-
gested by the respective departments, but the funds for paying
them will be carried in the appropriation for the Department
of Commnrerce, and their reports are transmitted to the depart-
ments especially interested. I submit this is good administra-
tion.

Mr. BURTNESS. So this report is in reality the report of
the Budget?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The Budget in sending that esti-
mate reflects the understanding of the different departments as
to how these matters should be handled. It may require some
legislation and that is why the gentleman has suggested you
should prepare a bill and drop it in the basket, and there should
be no objection to such bill.

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my tinre
and submit the following statements showing employees abroad
in the Departments of State and Commerce:

Department of Btate

Other
Officers | Clerks em- Total
ployees
186 343 280 818
264 1,064 476 1, 804
69 134 180 263
162 47 312 721
Canada a0 175 a2 207
Africa (other than Egypt and Abyssinia)__ 25 41 48 114
Tl s et e Sl bt s 2, 004 1,338 4,117
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Dep t of Co

Offices | t19 off- [Local em-

cers ployeas
Europe = i 25 T 147
Asia._ .. 7 21 b
D e R e S A I S B A R BT R e 3 9 9
South America_ 8 29 =
North America_.. =2 & 12 16
Central America. . _ a 3 9 4
b T SR AR T SO Mot e e A 3 3
Aust e e 7 -]
Total. 40 61 186 258

.Mr., KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FoLumez].

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I am frank to say if there is anything wrong with this
bill, the bill does not go far enough.

We have quite a number of Members here, day in and day
out, speaking about farm relief; and some of the Members go
so far as to vote a tariff duty of 42 cents per bushel on wheat
when they know they can not make it apply; but when legisla-
tion is offered proposing to put the Department of Agriculture
on all fours with the Department of Commerce, we always
have some Member rising up like Amos and hollering out
“ Qoweah, ooweah.”

The Department of Commerce is doing very fine work, and I
am for the Department of Commerce, The gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Woop] made the statement a few moments ago
that we are spending something like $5,000,000 for foreign serv-
ice, largely for the Department of Commerce. I want to call the
attention of the committee to the fact that the Department of
Commerce is representing an altogether different constituency,
which is composed largely of manufacturers and commercial
interests, to that of the Department of Agriculture. This de-
partment is going out after information and foreign markets,
helping to increase exports for manufacturers and the commer-
cial interest. Exports of manufactured goods are increasing
annually, while agricultural exports are decreasing. I may call
your attention to the wonderful increase in exports of farm
implements, tractors, and improved farm implements,

My friends, do you think for a moment that the men we
have in foreign countries representing these special interests are
conterned about finding markets for the products of our farm-
ers? The Department of Commerce represents largely the same
type of people that are represented by the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce, located here in the city of Washington, and
you know how the chamber of commerce feels toward agricul-
ture and the Farm Board. They, too, are long in speaking for
agriculture until the time comes when they feel that we are
about to pass some legislation in the interest of agriculture,
You noticed what happened some days ago down in the chamber
of commerce, how they passed a resolution condemning the
Federal Farm Board. Yet two years ago they passed a resolu-
tion indorsing farm relief.

I want to say, my friends, I think it is absolutely a shame
on the part of the great Committee on Agriculture and the Con-
gress that up to this present time we have neglected to pass
legislation creating a service in foreign countries equal to that
of any other department of this Government to look after the
interests of agriculture of this country.

I believe, as has been stated by the Federal Farm Board, that
we need men in foreign countries fo get information and look
into the market situation for agricultural products of this
country.

The Federal Farm Board to-day is dealing with world markets
in handling wheat and cotton and will be unable to cope with
the situation, with the opposition on the part of the chamber of
commerce and other interests that have been handling the agri-
cultural interests up to this time, unless they can get this
foreign service through the Department of Agriculture, which
is directly interested in agriculture.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woops] states that the
President of the United States is against this legislation. Let
us see what the President had to say about an identical bill
introduced in Congress about two years ago. I quote from a
letter written by the President to the Secretary of Agriculture
at that time:

FeBrUARY 1, 1028,
Hon. W. M. JARDINE,
Becretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.
MY DEAr Mgp. BECRETARY : The draft of “A bill to promote the agri-
culture of the United States by expanding in the foreign field the
service now rendered by the United States Department of Agriculture,”
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as gubmitted to this department by your office on January 31, 1928, is a
helpful step toward mrore uniform and better administration in that
it places the proposed staff of the Department of Agriculture on a
comparable footing with the Foreign Commerce Service as defined in
the Hoch Act of March 3, 1927. It seems to me that the passage of
this measure will contribute materially toward more effective collabora-
tion between the two services and I hope, therefore, that it will re-
celve early and favorable consideration by Congress.
Faithfully yours,
HereerT HoOOVER,
Secretary of Commerce.

Since the United States Chamber of Commerce has spoken in
the passing of a resolution some days ago condemning the Presi-
dent’s agricultural policy, perhaps the President has changed his
mind. Regardless of his position at this time, we of the South
and West, realizing the serious condition of agriculture and
knowing the attitude of the United States Chamber of Com-
merce, the mouthpiece of special interests, toward this legisla-
tion, should stand together and place this bill on the desk of the
President, where he can use his own good judgment as to
whether or not he should veto the same.

Members of the Appropriations Committee are fighting this
bill on the grounds of economy, yet they have voted appropria-
tions for the Department of Commerce for foreign service run-
ning into the millions of dollars. It is true that most of you
who represent manufacturing districts in opposing this bill are
willing at all times to vote millions for agriculture, but it is
being spent largely to make two springs grow where one used
to, thereby increasing the production to the extent of creating
a surplus. This is in line with the policy of those whom you
represent, who want cheap raw materials. There are just two
ways to bring this about—overproduction and decreased exports.

1 am perfectly willing to divide the personnel of the foreign
gservice of the Department of Commerce so as to give to agri-
culture its own foreign service. You state that this foreign
service is now doing the work of the Department of Agricul-
ture in foreign fields. We know that it is not satisfactory;
that is, we are not getting results; and in the meantime agri-
culture is fast fading out of the picture, while industry, repre-
sented by the Department of Commerce, is expanding by leaps
and bounds.

We see lots in the press and by reports from the Department
of Commerce about the inereased production of cotton in foreign
countries; also how other noncotton-growing countries are
going to their neighbors for cotton and cotton goods, thereby
decreasing the exports of this major farm product. I firmly
believe that the manufacturers of this country have persnaded
the Republican administration to so increase tariff rates until
a great many foreign countries are refusing to buy in this coun-
try what they can get elsewhere. This may account for the
decrease in exports of cotton. Do you believe that this foreign
service representing the Department of Commerce, which di-
rectly represents this great manufacturing interest, would for
a moment disturb the profits of these interests by looking after
agriculture? These matters would be of vital interest to the
Federal Farm Board and to agriculture.

I am glad to see the farm bloc functioning on this bill and
hope that you who represent agricultural districts will take due
notice of the very active part of our colleagues who represent
large manufacturing centers trying to defeat this legislation at
any price or by any method. Certainly there has been someone
besides the President of the United States speaking to these
boys. Just think what it would mean to agriculture if only
we who represent agricultural States and districts would stand
together like these servants of the special interests.

I hope, my friends, that this bill will pass. It is only a
beginning whereby we hope to take agriculture out of the hands
of the enemy and put it on an equal fighting basis for the rights
of those who feed and clothe the world. [Applause.]

Mr. WOOD. Mr, Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. OLIVER].

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Woop] has called attention to the cooperative
arrangements between the Farm Board, the Department of
Agriculture, and the Department of Commerce for setting up a
foreign agricultural information service, and which, in my opin-
ion, makes unnecessary the passage of this bill. My information
is that some time last summer the Farm Board appointed a spe-
cial committee, headed by Dean Gay, of Harvard, to make an
investigation to determine what information was available from
various departments and to suggest what further develcpments
seemed necessary in order to provide the board with the data
necessary for the furtherance of its work.

The committee's investigation brought out the fact that the
Department of Commerce, with a budget of approximately
$300,000, had been for some time collecting and disseminating
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information on foreign markets for agricultural products. They
had at various times cooperated with the tobacco industry and
the tobacco cooperatives, as a result of which they had set up
a very complete service in this field. Considerable work had
also been done with the cotton trade and the textile trade on
both cotton and wool products that had an important bearing
on the marketing of raw cotton. In practically every foreign
field where the demand for food products indicated a potential
market for American foodstuffs, special attention was given to
this phase of the department’s work and in addition to that,
special trade commissioners on grain, citrus fruits, meats and
meat products, vegetable oils and fats, dried fruits, and nuts
had been maintained by the Department of Commerce for a
number of years., The Department of Agriculture also had
three foreign offices and a staff of specialists on foreign agricul-
tural information, specializing primarily on crop estimates and
outlook in the foreign countries to which they were assigned,
but at the same time giving some attention to market possibili-
ties in particular lines.

After a review of the work being done by these two depart-
ments, the special committee recommended among other things
the development of a more complete and properly coordinated
information serviee in foreign countries on agricultural products.

Acting upon this recommendation of the committee, the
Federal Farm Board called together representatives of i{hese
two departments to undertake the establishment of such a serv-
ice. It was their desire that the various Government depart-
ments, particularly Agriculture and Commerce, cooperate in
working out an information service which would provide it with
the most complete information available. It seemed obvious
that the functions of both these departments would necessarily
keep them engaged in this foreign-reporting service and there
was great danger of overlapping and duplication of work if
organized under two separate administrations.

In order to overcome this, various conferences were held be-
tween representatives of the Department of Agriculture, Depart-
ment of Commerce, and the Farm Board, and a plan was agreed
upon—which was approved by Chairman Legge, Secretary Hyde,
and Secretary Lamont, and finally by the President—under
which duplication of effort and administrative difficulties wounld
be avoided, and which provided for a thoroughly effective sys-
tem of reporting. This agreement was essentially as follows :

(a) A staff of agricultural specialists and experts to be assigned to
several foreign posts; these experts to be selected and their work to be
directed by and their reports submitted to the Department of Agricul-
ture, but for administrative purposes to be attached to the office of the
commercial attaché at their respective posts. (These agricultural spe-
cialists to be located at London, Berlin, Paris, Marseilles, Copenhagen,
Bucharest, Boenos Aires, Melbourne, Johannesburg, and Shanghai.)

(b) A special administrator to be appointed by the Department of
Agriculture, but on the pay roll of the Department of Commeree, to
gupervise and direct the collection of information in foreign countries on
crop and livestock production and factors affecting supply and demand.

(¢) In order to insure administrative control, funds for the main-
tenance of this service to be made available to the Department of Com-
merce by the Farm Board and the Department of Agriculture,

In addition to the above agreements, it was arranged that in
areas where agricultural specialists were not assigned under
this plan the Department of Commerce officials already stationed
in the field would collect and make available to the Department
of Commerce, in addition to their regular reporting service on
market possibilities, information on crops, livestoek production,
and factors affecting supply and demand as required by the
Department of Agriculture.

Under this arrangement whereby the agricultural specialists
were to be assigned to the office of the commercial attachés they
would have exactly the same status as other foreign-commerce
officers, entitling them to the same courtesies now extended to
the representatives of the State Department and the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and thereby removing such difficulties as
liability to taxation in foreign countries, and so forth.

Finally, this agreement is thoroughly in accord with the
action taken by President Coolidge in his administrative order
of April 4, 1924, providing for a complefe interchange of all
information bearing upon the promotion and protection of
American interests. Under the terms of this order an arrange-
ment has been worked out whereby the Departments of State
and Commerce are now working in very close harmony, and
under which all duplication and overlapping functions have
been eliminated.

The point completely overlooked in connection with the pro-
posed bill is the fact that under the marketing act which estab-
lished the Farm Board all plans agreed upon prior to that act have
been superseded, which explains the President's present atti-
tude toward this bill, In other words, there is a specific pro-
vigion in the marketing act which authorizes the Farm Board
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to arrange and set up the necessary foreign marketing services,
under which authority it can take over the functions of the
Department of Agriculture in this particular field, organizing
such service itself or reestablishing the service in any of the
three departments now having foreign activities, As indicated
in the above-mentioned agreement, the decision of the Farm
Board was to place this marketing service administratively
under the Department of Commerce so as to provide the best
possible and most expeditions service without duplication of
effort. Reasons which prompted this were that it would take
years to build up a separate organization, and due to an abso-
lute need for prompt and efficient service it seemed of the utmost
importance that the mew service should be set up within an
organization having an already established world-wide service.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lozier].

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I always listen with interest
and profit to the statements of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Woon]. Although he is a robust partisan, he has a clear mind,
and I believe he is intellectually honest, but I ean not follow him
in his opposition to this bill. He has given no worth-while rea-
son why this legislation should not be enacted. He may reflect
the attitude of President Hoover, the Secretary of Commerce,
the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Republican leaders in and
out of Congress, but most certainly he is not reflecting the wishes
of the agricultural classes of America.

It is well known that all the influence of the Hoover adminis-
tration has been marshaled to defeat this bill, that has the ap-
proval of practically every great farm organization in the
United States. In its effort to strangle this legislation, the ad-
ministration forces, consisting largely of high protectionists, are
being led by the gentleman from Indiana, the “Rupert” of
congressional debate, always frank, fearless, and rash in the
expression of his views and tireless in his activities. As chair-
man of the great Committee on Appropriations, the gentleman
from Indiana wields a powerful influence as a spokesman and
champion of administration policies. He is invincible when his
cause is just, and resourceful and dangerous even when his
cause is without substantial merit, for he “draweth out the
thread of his verbosity finer than the staple of his argument.”

The gentleman is always nimble and plausible in assigning
reasons why legislation should be enacted or defeated. But
when political exigencies require he can, like Flimnap, Lord
High Treasurer of Lilliput, turn several summersaults while
performing on a tight rope no larger than a common packthread.
But in the instant case the gentleman’s argument is neither in-
genious or convincing. He has given no reason why Congress
should not give the Ameriean farmers the same chance to find
new markets for their products that it has given to the manu-
facturers to sell their surplus commodities abroad.

The pending legislation was conceived in the great brain of
Secretary of Agriculture Henry C. Wallace, who has crossed
over the great divide after an honorable life which was helpful
to his fellow men and especially beneficial to the agricultural
classes, whose champion he was and whose interests he served
with unfeigned devotion.

The purpese of the pending measure, H. R. 2152, is—

To promote the agriculture of the United States by expanding in a
foreign field the service now rendered by the United States Department
of Agriculture in aequiring and diffusing useful information regarding
agriculture and for other purposes.

Also, for—

Encouraging and promoting the agriculture of the United States and
assisting Amerlean farmers to acfast their operations and practices to
meet world conditions.

The bill provides for the appointment of representatives of
the Department of Agriculture to acquire information regarding
world competition and demand for agricultural products and
the production, marketing, and distributing of said products in
foreign countries, and disseminate the same through agricul-
tural extension agencies and by other means.

These representatives in foreign countries would also investi-
gite economic phases of the agricultural industry, and, as far
as is necessary to carry out the purposes of the act, conduct
abroad any activities, including the demonstration of standards
for cotton, wheat, and other agricultural products, in which the
Department of Agriculture is now authorized or in the future
may be authorized to engage; and to obtain statistics as to agri-
cultural production and conditions in other nations, and to di-
rectly or indirectly seek out and open up new markets for
American agricultural commodities.

In other words, the ultimate and real purpose of this legisla-
tion is to find foreign markets for the surplus agricultural com-
modities produced by the American farmers; to interest the
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population of other nations In the purchase of the products of
Ameriean farms; to advertise and push the sale of our agricul-
tural commodities in far distant lands. Undoubtedly these are
worthy purposes and “’'Tis a consummation devoutly to be
wished.”

Or, to state the matter in a little different form, the purpose
of this bill is to help American agriculture to get a foothold in
foreign markets, just as legislation heretofore enacted has sub-
stantially aided American industry in acquiring new and valu-
able markets abroad. It is just as logical for the Federal Gov-
ernment to help the American farmer find a foreign market for
his surplus foreign commodities as it was for the Federal Gov-
ernment to help the American manufacturer find a foreign
market for the surplus products of his mills and factories. This
bill proposes to do for agriculture what Congress several years
ago did for the manufacturing interests of the Nation.

In view of the generous bounties the industrial classes have
been receiving as the result of exceedingly high tariff schedules,
I am amazed to find the representatives from the manufactur-
ing districts and from the great centers of wealth and popula-
tion arrayed in a solid phalanx, vigorously and viciously fight-
ing this poor little bill, which the bankrupt farmers of America
are asking to have enacted, believing that it would afford them
substantial aid in their efforts to find a market for their
surplus products,

The enactment of this legislation will not militate against
the interests of the manufacturing or commercial classes, but
by increasing the income and purchasing power of the agri-
cultural classes very substantial benefits would accrue to the
manufacturing and commercial groups, because when the farmer
is full handed he is a better customer and a more liberal buyer
of the products that come from the mills and factories.

But it has been argued that the service sought to be given to
the American farmers by this bill ecan be furnished by the
commercial attachés and other representatives of the Depart-
ment of Commerce who are now operating in foreign fields.
This I deny. So far the American farmers have received com-
paratively little benefit from the activities of commercial at-
tachés, trade commissioners, and others constituting the per-
sonnel of the Foreign Commerce Service, all of whom function
under the supervision of the Department of Commerce. These
commercial attachés and other representatives of the Commerce
Department primarily function for the use and benefit of the
manufacturing and commercial classes of the United States.

The primary purposes for which these representatives of the
Commerce Department were appointed were to aid the Ameri-
can manufacturing and commercial interests to establish con-
tacts abroad and sell the produets of mills and factories in new
markets. These new markets for American manufactured prod-
ucts are sought out by the commercial attachés and other rep-
resentatives of the Department of Commerce whose activities
are devoted almost exclusively to bringing the American manu-
facturer in contact with new customers abroad.

The Department of Commerce was created primarily to pro-
mote activities other than that of agriculture. I quote from
the Code of Laws of the United States, title 5, page 60, section
596, which prescribes the powers and duties of the Department
of Commerce, as follows:

It shall be the province and duty of said department to foster, pro-
mote, and develop the foreign and domestic commerce, the mining,
manufacturing, shipping, and fishing industries, and the transportation
facilities of the United States.

You will observe that the essential function of the Depart-
ment of Commerce is not to develop, foster, and promote the
interests of agriculture but to foster, promote, and develop for-
eign and domestic commerce, specifically mentioning mining,
manufacturing, shipping, fishery industries, and transportation.
The organic act creating the Department of Commerce expressly
declares that the chief purpose of its creation was to foster,
promote, and develop mining, manufacturing, shipping, fisheries,
and transportation. Agriculture is not even mentioned as a
step-child or a collateral heir of its benevolences, And I do
not eriticize this provision, because I realize that the interests
of agriculture are presumed to be taken care of by another
branch of our Federal structure, to wit, the Depariment of
Agriculture.

It was perfectly right and proper to create the Department
of Commerce to exercise a paternal and supervisory control
over foreign and domestic commerce, with particular reference
to mining, manufacturing, shipping, fisheries, and transportation.
In order to carry out and effectuate the purpose for which the
Department of Commerce was created, and in order to foster,
promote, and develop foreign and domestic commerce, with
special reference to these enumerated industries, Congress has
enacted laws providing for the appointment of commercial at-
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tachés and other agents who are stationed in foreign lands to
find new markets for industrial products; and these representa-
tives of the Department of Commerce have succeeded in finding
new markets for the products of American mills and factories,
and by bringing the American manufacturer in contact with
foreign customers, have very largely increased the foreign de-
mand for the products of American industry.

Now, by the pending bill, we are trying to do for the Amer-
ican farmer what we have already done for the American
manufacturer. What we did by former laws through the De-
partment of Commerce for the benefii of American industry
we are seeking, by this bill, to do for the American farmers
through the Department of Agriculture.

It may be worth while to add that the Bureau of Foreign
and Domestic Commerce was created by the consolidation of
the Bureau of Manufactures and the Bureaun of Statistics.
These two bureaus related primarily to industrial activities,
and had no jurisdiction over matters that vitally affected the
interests of the agricultural classes. And, in harmony with the
functions performed by the two bureaus out of the union of
which it was born, the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com-
merce has continued to be primarily and essentially a bureau
conducted for the use and benefit of the industrial classes.

The leopard can not change its spots, and the Bureau of
Foreign and Domestic Commerce, in its genesis and evolution,
has always been an agency intended to foster, promote, and
develop the industrial interests of the Nation. The personnel
of the Department of Commerce is largely drawn from the
industrial classes with but little, if any, knowledge of the inter-
ests of agriculture. And no matter what their instructions
may be, the commercial agents of the Deparfment of Com-
merce operating in foreign fields will always be representatives
of the industrial interests rather than of the agricultural classes.

Now, to demonstrate that the Bureau of Foreign and Domes-
tic Commerce is essentially, primarily, and inherently an agency
of the American manufacturing classes, I want to quote from
the Code of Laws of the United States, title 15, page 372,
section 175:

It shall be the province and duty of the Bureau of Foreign and
Domestiec Commerce, under the direction of the Seecretary of Commerce,
to foster, promote, and develop the varions manufacturing industries
of the United States and markets for the same at home and abroad,
domestic and foreign, by gathering, compiling, publishing, and supply-
ing all available and useful information concerning such industries and
such markets and such other methods and means as may be prescribed
by the Secretary of Commerce or provided by law.

Here we have in the organie aet creating the Bureau of For-
eign and Domestic Commerce a plain and unequivocal statement
that it shall be the province and duty of this bureau, not fo
foster, promote, and develop agriculture, not to find new mar-
kets for agricultural products, not to adopt measures for the
rehabilitation or stabilization of agriculture, but to do one thing
and only one thing, namely, *to foster, promote, and develop
the various manufacturing industries of the United States and
markets for the same at home and abroad, domestic and
foreign.”

This langnage will bear but one construction. This statute
uneqguivocally declares that it shall not omnly be the province
but the dnty of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce
to foster, promote, and develop the manufacturing industries of
the United States by finding new markets for manufactured
commodities at home and abroad. This statute does not even
.wink at the idea that one of the duties of the Bureau of Foreign
and Domestic Commerce is to foster, promote, or develop agri-
culture, seek new markets for agricultural products, or fo gather
statistics and information of interest or value to the agricultural
classes,

I concede that under the so-called Hoch Act of March 3, 1927,
the scope of the activities of the foreign agents of the Depart-
ment of Commerce has been enlarged, but, even under existing
laws, the foreign representatives of the Department of Com-
merce are essentially publicity or selling agents of the American
manufacturers, and their activities are very largely devoted to
finding markets for industrial products, and in bringing the
American manufacturer in contact with new customers abroad.

I now call your attention to the Code of Laws of the United
States, title 5, page 1883, section 606, which provides for—

Commercial attachés to be appointed by the Secretary of Commerce
after examination to be held under his direction to determine their com-
petency and to be accredited through the State Department, whose
duties shall be to investigate and report upon such conditions in the
manufacturing industries and trade of foreign countries as may be of
interest to the United Btates.

This section was enacted in 1926 and similar provisions will
be found in prior acts. Here we have a definite and specific
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limitation of the duties of the commercial attachés appointed by
the Secretary of Commerce. They are not appointed to investi-
gate and report on conditions in the agricultural industry, but
this section limits their activities to investigating and reporting
upon such conditions in the manufacturing industries and trade
of foreign countries as may be of interest to the United States,
or, to be more specifie, it is their statutory function to investi-
gate and report upon such conditions in the manufacturing
industries and trade of foreign countries as may be of interest
to the manufacturing classes in the United States.

All through the acts relating to the Bureau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce, and in almost every line of the laws in
relation to the appointment of commercial attachés and for-
eign agents of the Commerce Department, we are brought face
to face with the fact that these agencies were created primarily
to promote the interests and welfare of the manufacturing
classes, find markets for the products of American factories,
and to bring the American industrialist into immediate contact
with probable customers in foreign lands. It makes no differ-
ence whether you call these representatives of the Commerce
Department commercial attachés, trade commissioners, or for-
eign agents, the ugly fact remains that they are essentially
representatives and publicity agents of the American manu-
facturers.

The Hoch Act, to which I have already referred, was enacted
in the Sixty-ninth Congress, and was approved March 3, 1927.
It establishes in the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce
of the Department of Commerce what it designates as “the
foreign commerce service,” consisting of officers to be graded in
the following order and to be known as commercial attachés,
assistant commercial attachés, trade commissioners, and as-
sistant trade commissioners,

The act provides that the officers of the foreign commerce
service shall—

(a) Promote the foreign commerce of the United States;

(b) Investigate and report upon commercial and industrial
conditions and activities in foreign countries which may be of
interest to the United States;

(e) Perform such other duties as the Secretary may direct
in connection with the promotion of the industries, trade, or
commerce of the United States.

(d) Make such inspections of the Foreign Commerce Service
as the Secretary may direct.

The Hoch Act deals in broad generalities, in preseribing the
duties of the officers of the Foreign Commerce Service. It
waves its hands at the horizon and declares that the officers
of the Foreign Commerce Service shall (a) promote foreign
commeree, (b) investigate and report on commercial and in-
dustrial conditions and activities in foreign countries, (¢) per-
form such other duties as the Secretary of Commerce may
direct, and (d) make inspections of the Foreign Commerce
Service.

In essence the Hoch Act provides for the organization and
classification of the personnel of the Foreign Commerce Service
created by previous acts, and although expressed in general
terms it enlarges the duties and activities of such commereial
attachés and agents. There is no suggestion that they shall
give the same consideration to gathering statisties as to mat-
ters affecting agricultural products and to finding markets for
agricultural commodities that they have heretofore given to
gathering statistics in which Ameriecan manufacturers are in-
terested and in finding markets for the products of mills and
factories.

The Hoch bill does not repeal the act of April 29, 1926, which
specifically provides that the duties of the commercial attachés—

Shall be to investigate and report upon such conditions in the manu-
facturing industries and trade of foreign countries as may be of interest
to the United States,

Nor does the Hoch measure repeal section 175, page 372, title
15, of the Code of Laws of the United States, which specifically
provides that—

It shall be the provinece and duty of the Bureau of Foreign and Domes-
tic Commerce, under the direction of the Secretary of Commerce, to
foster, promote, and develop the various manufacturing industries of
the United States and markets for the same at home and abroad, do-
mestic and foreign, by gathering, compiling, publishing, and supplying
all available and useful information concerning such industries and
such markets.

I concede that under section 2 of the Hoch Act these com-
mercial attachés and other representatives may be directed by
the Secretary of Commerce to perform duties and engage in
activities other than those enumerated in previous acts, but the
Secretary of Commerce may or may not so instruct these
attachés or representatives.

He may or may not require them
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to do for American agriculture what they have for years been
doing for American industry.

And as long as the Department of Commerce is essentially
an agent and representative of the manufacturing classes, and
as long as the personnel of the Department of Commerce live,
move, and have their being in an industrial atmosphere, and as
long as the Secretary of Commerce comes from an industrial
State and speaks the language of the industrial lords, agricul-
ture will have just about as much chance for a square deal as
the proverbial snowball in a certain oft-mentioned region not
famous for its frigidity. The atmosphere that surrounds and
permeates the Department of Commerce and the psychology of
the men who dominate that department are such that it is
folly to believe that the commercial attachés and agents oper-
ating under the Department of Commerce will ever have more
than an academie or passing interest in agriculture, and the
markets these representatives find for American farm products
would not materially reduce the surplus products from
American farms.

What I have said should not be construed as a ecriticism of
the Hoch Aet. It is accomplishing the purposes for which
it was intended. Its author, the gentleman from Kansas, Mr.
Hoch, an able and influential legislator, is supporting the pend-
ing bill, because he doubtless believes it will do for agriculture
what his bill is doing for the manufacturing and commercial
interests.

As another evidence of the solicitude of the Federal Govern-
ment for the manufacturing classes I ecall your attention to the
last paragraph of section 175, page 372, title 15, Code of Laws
of the United States, which is as follows:

And all consular officers of the United States, including consuls gen-
eral and consuls, are required, and it is made a part of their duty,
under the direction of the Secretary of State, to gather and compile
from time to time useful and material information and statistics In
respect to the subjects enumerated in section 596 of title 5, executive
departments and Government officers and employees, in countries and
places to which such consular officers are accredited, and to send under
the direction of the Becretary of Btate reports as often as required by
the Becrctary of Commerce of the information and statistics thus gath-
ered and compiled ; such reports to be transmitted through the State
Department to the Secretary of the Department of Commerce.

Section 596 of title 5, Code of Laws of the United States, men-
tioned above, provides:

It shall be the province and duty of said department (Department of
Commerce) to foster, promote, and develop the foreign and domestic
commerce, the mining, manufacturing, shipping, and fishery industries
and the transportation facilities of the United Btates.

In other words, our consular representatives abroad are re-
quired from time to time to secure information and statistics
that will aid in accomplishing the purposes sget forth in the act
creating the Department of Commerce, namely, to foster, pro-
mote, and develop certain specific industries in the United States,
namely, mining, manufacturing, transportation, shipping, and
fisheries, but agriculture is not included in the list of industries
which our benevolent Government is endeavoring to foster, pro-
mote, and develop.

Our consular officers were not specifically directed to procure
information and statistics that would promote, foster, and de-
velop agriculture, but by this statutory mandate they are
required to secure this information and these statistics for the
use and benefit of the manufacturing classes and a few other
favored vocational groups.

I mention these facts to emphasize the indifference of the
Federal Government toward the interests and welfare of agri-
culture and its paternal solicitude for the manufacturers. Uncle
Sam has generously responded to the appeals of other voca-
tional groups but has done little to place agriemlture on an
equality with other industries or to lighten the burden or re-
move the handicap under which agriculture is suffering as a
r;esult of legislative favoritism to certain special-privileged
classes.

The Department of Commerce was created to cover the field
of commerce and manufacturing, while to the Department of
Agriculture was committed the specific duty of conseryving the
interests and welfare of the agricultural classes. The activi-
ties of neither should be circumseribed or dependent upon the
personnel of the other. The Intelligence Bureau of the Navy
Department is not under the control of the Secretary of War,
nor is the War Department compelled to get information in
reference to military matters from the Navy Department. Each
of the executive departments has a special field in which its
activities are carried on, and by this specialization better results
are obtainable,

By the pending bill we are endeavoring to give agriculture
the same opportunity to share in foreign markets that we have
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secured for industry by legislation heretofore enacted. As fur.
ther proof that the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce
is essentially an agency for the benefit of American manufac-
turing interests, I call attention to the fact that more than 90
per cent of the work done by its foreign agents relates to mat-
ters exclusively affecting the industrial and commercial in-
terests, and an infinitesimally small part of their aectivities
relateg either directly or indirectly to agriculture.

The Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce each week
issues a publication called * Commerce Reports,” which I read
and have bound because of the valuable information they con-
tain in reference to our foreign trade. This publication shows
in detail the accomplishments of this particular bureau, and
reflects the activities of the commercial attachés and other
agents of the Commerce Department who operate in foreign
fields. More than 90 per cent of these activities directly and
exclusively affect the manufacturing and commercial classes,
while statisties and questions affecting the interests of agricul-
ture are given scant consideration.

In each issue two pages are devoted to “ foreign trade oppor-
tunities.,” Therein is tabulated information in reference to for-
eign firms or purchasing agents who are either in the market for
American products or -who are prospective customers. Such
firms are indicated by number, the names being furnished by
the bureau on request. But the lists show the location of the
prospective customers and the commodities in which they are or
may become interested.

The May 12 issue of this publication has just reached me. On
pages 399 and 400 there are 233 “ foreign trade opportunities”
listed, only 6 of which relate to foodstuffs, viz, canned vege-
tables, fresh vegetables, flour, California honey, granulated
sugar, and powdered sugar. What a mighty campaign this
bureau is wagiug to obfain new markets for the embattled
farmer. The millers will chalk down the profits that conres
from the sale of the flour. The reflners will get the benefits
accruing fromn finding new markets for sugar, and the canning
factories will absorb practically all the profits that will acerue
from extending the market for canned vegetables. But glance
at the list of commodities for which the Department of Com-
merce is finding new markets!

Agricultural implements : Agricultural machinery and fractional horse-
power motors; kerosene and oil engines of 1 to 10 horsepower; motor-
operated plows and threshing machines.

Automotive products: Automobile accessories; ordinary and electrical
automobile accessories ; automobiles accessories, such as fan belts, brake
linings, and light bulbs ; automobile accessories and specialties, including
hardware; automobile trailers of simple construction; automobile ac-
eegsories, parts and service equipment; automobiles. trucks. accessories,
spare parts, and garage and service equipment; lacquer-spraying outfit
and gasoline pumps.

Chemicals : Denatured alcohol and burning aleohol ; aniline, benzidine,
phenol, benzol, and naphtha solvent; benzol; disinfectants; galaith;
liguid hydrocyanic acid (prussic acid); naval stores; essential oils;
palnte; paints, varnishes, cnamels, turpentines, and linseed oil ; auto-
mobile polishes ; floor and lacquer polishes; resin (molding powder), in
all colors; rosin for paper mills; fly spray; animal, vegetable, and
mineral wax.

Drugs and pharmaceutical preparations: Botanieal drugs (eascara
sagriada barks, senega root, hydrastis root, ete.) ; prepared medicines,
cosmetics, toilet preparations, and medicinal white oil; pharmaceuticals
and toilet preparations; toilet preparations.

Electrical appliances: Batteries, cells, and insulating materials;
storage batteries; household elecirical appliances; household electrical
applianees, including washing machines; electric instruments; auto-
maobile and incandescent lamps; bridge, floor, and boudoir lamps; frac-
tion horsepower motors; electric paint sprayers; dynamic radio lound
speakers ; radio parts; radio receiving tubes and radio set chassis;
radio sets, loud speakers, and parts; radio sets and parts; radio sets
and radio and phonograph combinations; electriclan's tools; welding
machinery, rivet heaters, and antomatic chain-welding machinery ; elec-
trie wire, cable, and springs; electric wires and cables.

Iron, steel, hardware : Abrasives; iron chains; coffee urns and filters;
cutlery ; table and kitchen cutlery ; galvanized iron sheets and metal lath ;
builders’ hardware; builders’ hardware and shelf and tools; building and
household hardware; cabinet and furniture hardware; household hard-
ware ; household hardware and plumbers’ supplies ; household appliances
and patented specialties; household utensils and novelties; ironing
boards; wire nails; small, inexpensive, commercial coffee percolators;
water, steam, and gas pipe; double and single edge safety-razor blades;
sanitary equipment; sanitary fixtures; heavy steel scrap in furnace
sizes and rerolling material, such as rails and tubes ; stoves and heaters ;
gardening tools; hand tools; miscellaneous tools; small tools for metal
and woodworking shops ; gardening tools and novelties; and wire cloth
and screenings.

Leather : Calf, suede; glazed kid and fancy leathers; calf and patent
leathers; glove-leather, especially pigskin and calfskin; glazed kid,
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patent sides, and other leathers; leather; bottom leather offal; patent,
calf, and other leathers; patent leather, pressed box calf, lining leather,
ard plain sheepskin for bags and bookbinding ; buff, russett, undyed, and
unvarnished upholstery splits.

Lumber and products: Cedar lumber for manufacture of pencils; ma-
hogany and walnut.

Machinery : Bolt-and-nut-inaking and wire-drawing machinery; cans
(especially petroleum cans) manufacturing machinery; coal-mining ma-
chinery, including mine cars; small coffee roasters ; marine engine acces-
sories ; foundry machinery ; fruit-juice manufacturing, storage, and bot-
tling machinery; fice-making and refrigerating machinery; laundry
washing, wringing, and mangling machinery, eguipped with elec-
tric motors; pneumatic or electric nailing machines, with auto-
matiec feed; nail-making machinery; peat-working machinery, such
ag mining and pressing machines; planing machines; nonchokeable
marine pumps for marine salvage work ; punching machines for punching
brass wheels ; railroad-tie producing machinery ; ribbon machinery ; soap-
making machinery; textile machinery (calendars) ; winches (cargo) and
windlasses ; automatie woodworking machinery for manufacture of ply-
wood boxes.

Minerals : Asbestos products; graphite and alluminom in flakes; roof-
ing slates, stone, in all colors.

Motion pictures: Motion pictures; sound-synchronization eguipment,
and drama and comic films.

Paper and paper goods: Banknote, carbon, and wax papers, and re-
transfer and lithographic inks; boxes, cheap, writing tablets, and cellu-
loge paper; box-making machinery ; cardboard ; cartons, paper, manufac-
turing machinery, small; cups, paper, drinking, and for jams, jellies,
and preserves; cups, soda straws, and service dishes, paper; envelopes,
cloth-lined ; letter paper ; packing paper, transparent, similar to glassine
paper ; roofing paper; wallpapers; writing paper, envelopes, blotting
paper, ete.

Petrolenm products : Kerosene, petrol, and lubricating and gas oils;
oils, cylinder, filtered, dark; petrolenm coke in lump form; petroleum,
golid and semisolid ; wax, mineral,

Rubber goods: Bands, rubber, gray: belting; belting, transmission ;
boots, rubber, and rubber and rubber-soled bathing and tennis shoes;
fiber or hard-rubber packings and insulators; overshoes with zip fas-
teners ; scraping block, rubber, for washing dishes; soles, crépe or wul-
canized ; tires, solid, on iron bands, for motors; toys and balloons,
rubber. -

Ships and shipping : Shipbuilding and engine accessories and equip-
ment ; tramway equipment, locomotives, dump cars, ete., electric.

Shoes and leather manufactures : Belting, transmission, leather ; boots
and shoes; shoe findings; shoes, Army officer, in lots of 1,000 pairs;
ghoes, leather, men's and boys'; sghoes, leather, tennis and sport shoes
with chrome and crépe rubber soles, and rubber heels; shoes, low priced,
men's and women's ; slippers, all kinds, men's and women's ; trunks.

Boaps : Toilet soaps. .

Bpecialties : Athletic and sporting goods, and playground supplies;
bottles, medicine; bottles, perfume; brushes, shaving and clothes; but-
tons; cabinets, radio, mahogany, finished; corks, corks and stoppers,
bottle ; drawing apparatus; glass, convex, for portraits; glass, glagziers’,
sgheet or plate; hairdressers’ supplies, household articles ; laboratory and
measuring equipment, and electrical laboratory and medical equipment ;
mirrors ; pencil leads, 30,000 gross; photographic supplies; plates, deco-
rating, in brass, bronze, ete.; school supplies, and cheap fountain
pens; secientific instruments and laboratory apparatus; shoe-shining
equipment ; soda-fountain equipment and supplies; stationery supplies
and fountain pens; toilet articles, celluloid; toys and games.

Textiles : Bathing suits; cotton fabries, gray bleached, dyed, and
printed ; cotton linters, bleached; cotton piece goods; cotton piece
goods, especially shirtings, prints, and denims; cotton piece goods,
khaki, prints, etc.; cotton thread in numbers from 46 to 50; cotton
volles, plain and printed; drapery material, carpets, ete.; dry goods;
elastic and hosiery protectors; golf jackets and spats with zip fasten-
ers; haberdashery, haberdashery (hats, pajamas, and shirts) ; hoslery;
hosiery, all grades, especially wool and silk ; hoslery, men's and women’s ;
hosjery, silk, rayon, and cotton; hosiery, silk, rayon, and cotton, and
men's, women's and children’s underwear; hoslery, silk, and men's
women's, and children’s underwear; knit goods; leather, imitation;
linoleum, oileloth, and imitation leather; linoleum, 1-color and inlaid;
oilcloth (table, etc.) and linoleum; powder puffs; raincoats, army-type,
in lots of 1,000 ; rayon piece goods; rayon and crépe plece goods, tapes-
tries, and novelty furnishings; silk plece goods, printed; tarpaulins,
waterproof, and manila ropes; textile goods; umbrellas and parasols,
cotton, half silk, and silk, men's, women’s, and children’s; underwear,
cheap, men's and women's ; underwear, men's; velvets; yarn, cotton.

Contrast the 227 important industrial products for which the
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce is endeavoring to
find purchasers in foreign lands, with the 6 little articles of
foodstuff to which I have referred. Obviously, the products of
mills and factories are getting the lion’s share of attention from
the foreign agents who operate under the supervision of the
Department of Commerce.

Now, the pending bill will, to a very considerable extent,
remedy this unjust and unfair situation, because the agents ap-
pointed under this act will devote their time and attention
exclusively to matters vitally affecting agriculture, and in en-
larging the foreign demand for commodities produced on the
American farm. I admit that in some few instances the agents
of the Department of Commerce have in a very limited or in-
cidental manner served the interests of agrieunlture, but that is
the exception and not the rule, as their activities are largely
confined to matters in which the commercial and manufacturing
classes of the United States are interested.

So, in the last analysis, the Foreign Trade Opportunities listed
by the Department of Commerce, are not opportunities to sell
products of American farms, but essentially a list of foreign
firms which the Bureau of Ioreign and Domestic Commerce is
trying to interest in the purchase of commodities from American
mills and factories.

The Department of Commerce has been given an army of for-
elgn agents to bring American manufacturers in contact with
firms, purchasing agents, and prospective customers in foreign
lands. I do not object to this, and I supported the Hoch bill,
under which the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce is
given an adequate and efficient force of foreign representatives.
But I insist that the agricultural classes in America should be
given the same treatment that has been accorded to the manu-
facturing interests, and this has not been done. !

My colleague from Indiana [Mr. Woon], one of the Republican
leaders not only in the House but in the Nation, who enjoys the
confidence and intimate friendship of the President, unequivo-
cally informs us that President Hoover is opposed to this meas-
ure. Since when did the President reach the conclusion that
this is a bad bill? When Mr. Hoover was Secretary of Com-
merce under the Coolidge administration, he favored this bill
and joined Secretary Jardine in writing a letter to the chairman
of the House Committee on Agriculture, the gentleman from
Iowa, Mr. Haveen. This letter was as follows:

Marcu 10, 1926,
Hon. GiLeerT N. HAUGEN,
Chairman Committee on Agriculture and Foresiry,
House of Representatives.

My Dear Mgr. HAUGEX : There are being introduced In Congress and
referred to varicus committees the following bills giving statutory recog-
nition to the foreign services of the Departments of Agriculture and
Commerce : H. R. 3858 and 8. 3383 on that of the Department of Com-
merce and H, R. 10120 and 8. 3473 on the Department of Agriculture.
These measures have been subject to the most careful consideration on
the part of both departments, individually and in comsultation, and in
thelr present form they represent the joint agreement of the two depart-
ments. We, therefore, recommend their early and favorable considera-
tion by the Congress,

Very sincerely yours,
HereErT HOOVER,
Secretary of Commerce,
W. M. JARDINE,
Secretary of Agriculture,

You will observe that Secretary Hoover and Secretary Jardine,
by this letter, indorsed House bill 3858 and Senate bill 3383,
which provided for commercial attachés, trade commissioners,
and agents to be appointed by the Secretary of Commerce, and
they also approved House bill 10129 and Senate bill 3473, which
were identical, and provided for the appointment by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture of representatives abroad to enlarge the
foreign market for American farm products. In other words,
these bills, indorsed by the two Secretaries, were intended to
give both the Department of Commerce and the Department of
Agriculture an adequate foreign field force to represent the
activities of their respective departments.

House bill 8858, introduced by Representative HocH, of Kan-
sas, passed the House and Senate. As I have stated, it gave
the Department of Commerce the agents and representatives it
asked for to send abroad to promote primarily the interests of
the manufacturing and commercial classes, but the other bill
indorsed by the two Secretaries, Jardine and Hoover, was
strangled and never became a law. By passing H. R. 3858, the
m